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Abstract

There is a requirement for easily accessible, high throughput serological testing as part of
the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic response. Whilst of limited diagnostic use in an acute individual
setting, its use on a population level is key to informing a coherent public health response.
As experience of commercial assays increases, so too does knowledge of their precision and
limitations. Here we present our experience of these systems thus far. We perform a spot
sero-prevalence study amongst staff in a tertiary hospital’s clinical microbiology laboratory,
before undertaking validation of DBS serological testing as an alternate specimen for
analysis. Finally, we characterise the spike and nucleocapsid antibody response over 160
days post a positive PCR test in nine non-hospitalised staff members.

Amongst a cohort of 195 staff, 17 tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 antibodies (8.7%). Self-
reporting of SARS-CoV2 infection (P=<0.0001) and testing of a household contact (P = 0.027)
were significant variables amongst the positive and negative sub-groups. Testing of 28
matched serum and DBS samples demonstrated 96% accuracy between the sample types. A
differential rate of decline of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies against nucleocapsid or spike protein
was observed. At 4 months post a positive PCR test 7/9 (78%) individuals had detectable
antibodies against spike protein, but only 2/9 (22%) had detectable antibodies against
nucleocapsid protein. This study reveals a broad agreement amongst commercial platforms
tested and suggests the use of DBS as an alternate specimen option to enable widespread
population testing for SARS-CoV-2 antibodies. These results suggest potential limitations of

these platforms in estimating historical infection. By setting this temporal point of



reference for this cohort of non-patient facing laboratory staff, future exposure risks and

mitigation strategies can be evaluated more fully.

1 Introduction

Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) is the 7™ coronavirus to
infect humans, following the relatively recent discoveries of SARS-CoV-1, MERS-CoV, hCoV-
NL63 and hCoV-HKU1(Drosten et al., 2003; Ksiazek et al., 2003; Van Der Hoek et al., 2004;
Woo et al., 2005; Zaki et al., 2012). First identified as the causative agent of a cluster of
pneumonia cases in late December 2019 in Hubei province, China, SARS-CoV-2 rapidly
spread globally and was declared a pandemic on the 11™ March 2020. As of 25th October
2020 there have been a documented 42,512,186 cases and 1,147,301 deaths reported

globally to WHO (WHO, 2020).

The detection of viral genome using molecular techniques remains the gold standard for the
laboratory diagnosis of patients presenting with acute SARS-CoV-2 infection. However, a
successful response to the pandemic also requires the complementary use of serological
testing to accurately identify the proportion of the population exposed and infected by
SARS-CoV-2 with and without discernible clinical symptoms. The data generated from such
sero-prevalence studies will inform future public health strategies by enabling the analysis
of exposure risk, disease severity and by determining the size of the remaining susceptible

population {Infantino et al., 2020; Theel et al., 2020; Weitz et al., 2020).



Commercial serological assays have been quickly developed with the capabilities to detect
antibodies to either the spike protein and/or the nucleocapsid protein. However, validation
data and nuances regarding the kinetics, duration and potential neutralisation effects of the
detected antibody are only beginning to emerge (Favresse et al., 2020; Kohmer et al., 2020;
Krittgen et al., 2020; Ma et al., 2009; Perreault et al., 2020; Tang et al., 2020; Wang et al.,
2020; Yongchen et al., 2020). Most serological assays are only validated for the use of
serum or plasma that limits their use for high throughput mass population testing, due in
part to the logistical constraints of collecting venous blood samples. To facilitate mass
population screening alternative sample types such as dry blood spots (DBS) are attractive,
as the use of this specimen type has clear benefits logistically and in terms of economic

allocation of precious healthcare resources.

2 Objectives

e To validate four commercially available assays for the detection of antibody to SARS-
CoV-2 using a single panel made up of serum samples collected prior to December
2019, and a panel of serum samples from laboratory confirmed COVID19 cases.

e To perform a point sero-prevalence study in the clinical microbiology laboratory of
Public Health Wales to determine the past infection rate of a largely non-patient
facing staff group and to determine if a perceived history of past infection with

SARS-CoV-2 was confirmed by serology.



e To validate the use of DBS samples for SARS-CoV-2 serology using a commercial
platform.
e To characterise the longitudinal antibody response against the nucleocapsid and

spike proteins in a non-hospitalised cohort.

3 Materials and Methods

3.1 Composition of serum panel for assay validation.

To test the assay specificity, 60 stored serum samples collected prior to December 2019
were selected from the antenatal/blood born virus screening bio-bank. In addition, 10
additional samples were included from patients who tested positive to one of the seasonal
coronaviruses (NL63 n=3, HKU1 n=2, OC43 n=4, 229E n=1) and negative for SARS-CoV-2 by
RT-PCR. To determine sensitivity, serum from 41 laboratory-confirmed, hospitalised
COVID19 cases were collected. All samples were collected at a minimum of 14 days after the

initial positive molecular result.

This panel was tested across four enzyme immunoassay (EIA) platforms following the
manufacturers’ instructions. Three were performed on random access high-throughput
platforms; the Anti-SARS-CoV-2 total antibody assay (Ortho Clinical Diagnostics) and the
Anti-SARS-CoV-2 1gG assay (Ortho Clinical Diagnostics) which both target the spike protein
were performed on the Vitros 3600 and the Abbott SARS-CoV-2 IgG assay (Abbott) which

targets the nucleocapsid protein which was performed on the Abbott Architect. The fourth



assay; was a plate based, semi-quantitative SARS-CoV-2 1gG ELISA by Euroimmun targeting

the spike protein and was performed using the automated DS2 platform (Dynex).

3.2 Participants in the point sero-prevalence study.

All staff from administrative, scientific, non-patient facing medical staff and support
divisions in the Microbiology laboratory of Public Health Wales, Cardiff were invited to
participate by internal email. A questionnaire was completed upon enrolment and
phlebotomy undertaken across a five-day period commencing 8™ June 2020. All samples
were tested using the Euroimmun assay. The local ethics board was consulted prior to

sampling.

3.3 Dried blood spot testing.

Participants from the sero-prevalence study who returned a positive antibody result were
invited to submit a DBS sample, this was collected within seven days of the initial serum
collection. A matched number of negative controls from the same cohort were also
obtained. DBS samples were collected by a single healthcare provider using standard
collection procedure (Edelbroek et al., 2009). Briefly a fingerprick sample of blood was
collected using lancet (Unistik 3, Owen Mumford) and three blood spots targets completed

on a cellulose based card (Whatman 903, Cytiva). These were allowed to dry at room



temperature before being moved for refrigerated storage. The sera underwent repeat
manual analysis in tandem with their corresponding DBS samples for comparison. Briefly,
two DBS spots were submersed in 800pL of 0.05% PBS/Tween and agitated using a shaker at
700 rpm for 30mins at room temperature. Samples were refrigerated overnight. The
following day the agitation was repeated, before eluates were collected to fresh storage
tubes. Both serum and DBS elute were tested in triplicate using the SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA,
(Euroimmun) assay according to manufacturer’s instructions for manual analysis. Where

described, samples were diluted with sample buffer from the kit.

3.4 Longitudinal sero-study.

Participants that were identified as having a detectable SARS-CoV-2 RNA in a throat swab by
RT-PCR were invited to submit monthly blood samples. These participants were all staff of
Public Health Wales, Cardiff. Nine staff members were enrolled - none of whom needed
hospitalisation for their initial SARS-CoV-2 infection. Samples were collected and stored over
a four month period before analysis took place. The antibody response of both nucleocapsid
and spike protein was evaluated by using the SARS-CoV-2 IgG assay by Abbott and the SARS-

CoV-2 IgG ELISA by Euroimmun respectively.

3.5 Statistical analysis

Categorical variables are presented as numbers and percentages. To compare the sub-

groups in the sero-study two-tailed Chi-squared and Fishers t-tests are applied as



appropriate. Statistical analysis was performed using Prism V7 where a P value of <0.05 is

considered significant.

4 Results

4.1 Sensitivity and specificity of four commercial SARS-CoV-2 EIA assays.

The sensitivity for all four assays was greater than 85%, with each demonstrating a
specificity of 100%. None of the samples from the seasonal coronavirus positive cohort

showed reactivity for SARS-CoV-2 in any of the assays being validated.

Individual assay sensitivity results were; Vitros Anti-SARS-CoV-2 Total (Ortho Clinical
Diagnostics) detected 39/41 of positive samples (sensitivity 95%); Vitros Anti-SARS-CoV-2
IgG (Ortho Clinical Diagnostics) detected 34/38 of positive samples (sensitivity 89%); SARS-
CoV-2 I1gG (Abbott) detected 37/41 of positive samples (sensitivity 90%) and the SARS-CoV-2
IgG ELISA (Euroimmun) detected 36/41 (sensitivity 88%). There was a single patient with
SARS-CoV-2 detected by RT-PCR on a throat swab who had a clinically compatible

presentation that was serologically negative across all assays.

4.2 Point sero-prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 in laboratory staff



Of the 195 individuals tested, 174 tested negative, 17 tested positive, and 4 were in the
equivocal range of the assay (Table 1). Two of the four equivocal samples had repeat
serology one month later and remained equivocal. This yields a point sero-positivity of
17/195 (8.7%).

None of the sero-prevalence cohort had a direct patient facing role and social distancing
measures were practiced within the workplace where possible. Staff who reported
symptoms at any time were offered testing and isolated at home until results were
available, thus reducing potential exposure in the workplace.

Only 4 of the 17 staff with positive serology participate in workplace duties that involve
manipulation of diagnostic respiratory samples for SARS-CoV-2. This suggests low risk of
occupational transmission under appropriate laboratory practice (CDC, n.d.; Iwen et al,,
2020; WHO, n.d.).

Reassuringly, 38 of the 174 staff with negative serology had a documented negative
molecular test from a throat swab collected when symptomatic.

Of the 17 staff with positive serology, 10 had a previous throat swab tested by RT-PCR for
SARS-CoV-2 during a symptomatic period, of which 8 were positive. Three reported no
symptoms or considered themselves not to have been infected in the past. However, after
more detailed questioning post result availability, only one described a truly asymptomatic
period. The remaining 2 individuals described mild coryzal symptoms that had been
attributed to seasonal allergic rhinitis.

Baseline biological characteristics were similar between the positive and negative serology
result groups. Two variables met statistical significance; whether a household member had

met criteria to be tested for SARS-CoV-2 (Fishers test, P = 0.027) and self-reporting of



likelihood of past SARS-CoV-2 (Fishers test, P = <,0001). There was a trend towards a higher
percentage of household co-habitation with a keyworker in those who tested positive
compared with those who tested negative (71% vs 46%). Amongst the range of symptoms

reported by both groups, only anosmia reached significance (Fishers test, P = 0.003).

4.3 Validation of DBS as an alternate specimen sample for SARS-CoV-2 serology

It was acknowledged that the SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA (Euroimmun) assay has not been
validated for DBS specimen analysis. Interpretation of results was as per manufacturer’s
instructions for serum with a ratio optical density (OD) <0.8 defined as negative, 20.8 to <1.1
as borderline and 21.1 as positive. Local laboratory recommendations for borderline results
are to repeat 4-6 weeks after initial sample. 28 DBS samples were obtained within 1 week of
their matched sera collection from both positive and negative sub-groups of the laboratory
staff cohort (Figure 1). There was 100% concordance between sera results produced by an
automated or manual technical process. A total protocol accuracy of 96% can be achieved
by a two stage process whereby initially reactive neat DBS samples are further diluted to
1:3. All 6 negative samples with false reactivity on neat analysis became negative on the
second stage of testing. 1 positive sample became negative on dilution. Alternatively, a
single step analysis at 1:3 dilution results in 93% sensitivity and 100% specificity. As
expected, sensitivity continues to be lost upon further dilution to 1:9. It is noteworthy the
similarity in positive ratio results between serum and DBS specimens processed at neat,

indicating comparative equivalence if used in a semi-quantitative capacity. The increase in



ratio observed in the negative neat DBS likely represents non-specific binding that is blocked

upon dilution of sample with buffer from the kit.

4.4 Longitudinal antibody response of SARS-CoV-2

The longitudinal antibody response to the SARS-CoV-2 spike (Figure 2A) and nucleocapsid
(Figure 2B) proteins in nine non-hospitalised individuals spanning D16 to D182 post a
positive PCR test is presented. The assays are semi-quantitative, where an almost
unanimous decrease is observed in both antibody responses over time — one individual
maintains a static spike antibody response. In the first 4 months post a positive SARS-CoV-2
PCR result on throat swab; 2/9 (22%) seroconvert towards negative spike antibody and 7/9

(78%) seroconvert towards negative nucleocapsid antibody.

5 Discussion

There are numerous unanswered questions surrounding the use of serology for the SARS-
CoV-2 pandemic (Theel et al., 2020). Accurate distinction at a population level of those that
have encountered the virus from those that have not, remains the most pragmatic initial
use towards an effective pandemic response. Incrementally, through populations studies
this will facilitate robust answers to these initial observations; (i) that asymptomatic or

milder infection results in a smaller magnitude of antibody production (Long et al., 2020;



Yongchen et al., 2020), (ii) the likely duration of immunity (Deng et al., 2020; Favresse et al.,
2020; Infantino et al., 2020; Perreault et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020), (iii) that re-infection is

possible (To et al., 2020; Van Elslande et al., 2020).

The validation data from our initial evaluation of four commercial assays mirrors that
reported by other clinical institutions (Kohmer et al., 2020; Kriittgen et al., 2020; Tang et al.,
2020). The use of a concordant sera panel facilitates robust cross-assay comparisons. All
platforms tested had a sensitivity in excess of 85%, with 100% specificity. Reassuringly,
there was no cross reactivity between antibodies raised to the seasonal coronaviruses in

any of the assays.

Although direct human to human contact via aerosolised respiratory droplets remains the
primary mode of transmission (Lai et al., 2020; Meyerowitz et al., 2020); there is growing
acceptance that airborne transmission may play a minor role (Morawska and Milton, 2020;
Ng et al., 2020). The SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence rates of a populations will mirror their
relative exposure risk. Therefore, patient facing healthcare workers in an aerosol generating
environment will be at the highest risk of a nosocomial acquired infection - where rates of
up to 12% have been observed (Lahner et al., 2020; Martin et al., 2020; Steensels et al.,
2020). Clinical laboratory staff will have a comparably lower occupational exposure risk
through avoidance of direct patient contact, but yet are unable to drastically modify
workplace practices due to rigid working environments at a time of unprecedented
workloads. Hence, they represent a valuable point of reference both on an institutional and
surrounding community level. The sero-prevalence of 8.7% observed in our cohort likely

reflects the presence of a lower prevalence in the surrounding community but not as high as



likely to be seen in our clinical facing colleagues. Our spot sero-prevalence will also serve as

a temporal benchmark to reference at a later period to estimate re-infection.

Serological DBS testing represents an invaluable tool with a proven track record in the
diagnosis of HIV, Hepatitis B & C (Mohamed et al., 2013; Tuaillon et al., 2010; Uttayamakul
et al.,, 2005). There are clear advantages in terms of sample collection/transport and
economics compared to traditional phlebotomy. At a time when mass population based
serological testing is a priority it represents a useful tool due to the potential for self-
sampling and postal home testing kits (Parker and Cubitt, 1999; Thevis et al., 2020). Whilst
not validated for DBS specimens the SARS-CoV-2 1gG ELISA by Euroimmun assay performed
well with an overall test accuracy of 96% compared to sera. It is noteworthy to highlight the
short period between sera and DBS sample collection and testing which in our validation
was under one week. This excludes any potential bias of waning antibody with subsequent
inaccurate performance data. This is reflected in the similarity in magnitude of assay signal
result between the different specimens. Although performed manually, the authors see no
barrier to optimise this process for automation. DBS sampling readily represents an efficient
mass screening tool with options to be used as a screen to identify a reactive sub-population
for verification by phlebotomy or on its own to rapidly estimate sero-prevalence rates. Both
accurate and accessible SARS-CoV-2 serological diagnostics represent a crucial asset in the

public health toolkit needed to curb this pandemic.

Presently, there is a gap in our knowledge about the potential differences between differing
antibody targets (nucleocapsid or spike protein) regarding their sensitivity, kinetics and

neutralising capabilities (Atyeo et al.,, 2020; Iwasaki and Yang, 2020). There is some



suggestion that the spike antibody response may correlate better with neutralising antibody
(Du et al., 2007; Walls et al., 2020). This is fortunate given our observation of an almost
unanimous decrease in both spike and nucleocapsid antibodies over the relatively short
period of four months. In fact the majority of our participants 7/9 (78%). seroconvert
towards negativity in their nucleocapsid antibody response. This is particularly notable
when undertaking retrospective infection exposure analysis. These first generation assays
have reached the commercial forum quickly and undoubtedly can be improved upon, but

they remain a valuable tool especially in light of their high specificity.

A shield immunity model (Weitz et al., 2020) coupled with a vaccine is the most likely route
towards ending this pandemic. Mass serological testing could be facilitated by DBS sampling

but we must be mindful of their limitations due to antibody kinetics (Thevis et al., 2020).

6 Conclusions

e A point seroprevalence study of laboratory staff showed a SARS-CoV-2 seropositivity
rate of 8.7%.

e DBS testing a valid alternative sample type for serological analysis.

e The SARS-CoV-2 serological response wanes over time, particularly the nucleocapsid

response.

Acknowledgements



The authors wish to thank Mark Saunders, Rachel Hunt and Nigel Roberts for their
assistance locating clinical samples. Thank you to the laboratory staff of Public Health Wales
Microbiology for their inspirational commitment in this pandemic.

Declarations of interest: none.

References:

Atyeo, C., Fischinger, S., Zohar, T., Slein, M.D., Burke, J., Loos, C., McCulloch, D.J., Newman,
K.L., Wolf, C., Yu, J., Shuey, K., Feldman, J., Hauser, B.M., Caradonna, T., Schmidt, A.G.,
Suscovich, T.J,, Linde, C., Cai, Y., Barouch, D., Ryan, E.T., Charles, R.C., Lauffenburger,
D., Chu, H., Alter, G., 2020. Distinct Early Serological Signatures Track with SARS-CoV-2
Survival. Immunity 53, 524-532.e4. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.immuni.2020.07.020

CDC, n.d. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). Interim laboratory biosafety
guidelines for handling and processing specimens associated with coronavirus disease
2019 (COVID-19). [WWW Document]. URL https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-
nCoV/lab/lab-biosafety-guidelines.html (accessed 7.8.20).

Deng, W., Bao, L., Liu, Jiangning, Xiao, C., Liu, Jiayi, Xue, J.,, Lv, Q., Qj, F., Gao, H., Yu, P., Xu,
Y., Qu,Y,,LF., Xiang, Z,, Yu, H., Gong, S, Liu, M., Wang, G., Wang, S., Song, Z., Liu, Y.,
Zhao, W., Han, Y., Zhao, L., Liu, X., Wei, Q., Qin, C., 2020. Primary exposure to SARS-
CoV-2 protects against reinfection in rhesus macaques. Science 369, 818-823.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abc5343

Drosten, C., GUnther, S., Preiser, W., Van der Werf, S., Brodt, H.R., Becker, S., Rabenau, H.,



Panning, M., Kolesnikova, L., Fouchier, R.A.M., Berger, A., Burguiére, A.M., Cinatl, J.,
Eickmann, M., Escriou, N., Grywna, K., Kramme, S., Manuguerra, J.C., Miiller, S.,
Rickerts, V., Stiirmer, M., Vieth, S., Klenk, H.D., Osterhaus, A.D.M.E., Schmitz, H., Doerr,
H.W., 2003. Identification of a novel coronavirus in patients with severe acute
respiratory syndrome. N. Engl. J. Med. 348, 1967—-1976.
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMo0a030747

Du, L, Zhao, G., He, Y., Guo, Y., Zheng, B.J., Jiang, S., Zhou, Y., 2007. Receptor-binding
domain of SARS-CoV spike protein induces long-term protective immunity in an animal
model. Vaccine 25, 2832-2838. https://doi.org/10.1016/]j.vaccine.2006.10.031

Edelbroek, P.M., Heijden, J. Van Der, Stolk, L.M.L., 2009. Dried blood spot methods in
therapeutic drug monitoring: Methods, assays, and pitfalls. Ther. Drug Monit. 31, 327-
336. https://doi.org/10.1097/FTD.0b013e31819e91ce

Favresse, J., Eucher, C., Elsen, M., Laffineur, K., Dogné, J.M., Douxfils, J., 2020. Response of
anti-SARS-CoV-2 total antibodies to nucleocapsid antigen in COVID-19 patients: A
longitudinal study. Clin. Chem. Lab. Med. 58, 193-196. https://doi.org/10.1515/ccIm-
2020-0962

Infantino, M., Damiani, A., Gobbi, F.L., Grossi, V., Lari, B., Macchia, D., Casprini, P.,
Veneziani, F., Villalta, D., Bizzaro, N., Cappelletti, P., Fabris, M., Quartuccio, L., Benucci,
M., Manfredi, M., 2020. Serological Assays for SARS-CoV-2 Infectious Disease: Benefits,
Limitations and Perspectives. Isr. Med. Assoc. J. 22, 203-210.

Iwasaki, A., Yang, Y., 2020. The potential danger of suboptimal antibody responses in COVID-
19. Nat. Rev. Immunol. 20, 339-341. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41577-020-0321-6

Ilwen, P.C,, Stiles, K.L., Pentella, M.A., 2020. Safety Considerations in the Laboratory Testing

of Specimens Suspected or Known to Contain the Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome



Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2). Am. J. Clin. Pathol. 153, 567-570.
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajcp/aqaal47

Kohmer, N., Westhaus, S., Rahl, C., Ciesek, S., Rabenau, H.F., 2020. Brief clinical evaluation
of six high-throughput SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody assays. J. Clin. Virol. 129, 104480.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcv.2020.104480

Krittgen, A., Cornelissen, C.G., Dreher, M., Hornef, M., Iméhl, M., Kleines, M., 2020.
Comparison of four new commercial serologic assays for determination of SARS-CoV-2
1gG. J. Clin. Virol. 128, 104394. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcv.2020.104394

Ksiazek, T.G., Erdman, D., Goldsmith, C.S., Zaki, S.R., Peret, T., Emery, S., 2003. A Novel
Coronavirus Associated with Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Thomas. New 348,
1953-1966.

Lahner, E., Dilaghi, E., Prestigiacomo, C., Alessio, G., Marcellini, L., Simmaco, M., Santino, |.,
Orsi, G.B., Anibaldi, P., Marcolongo, A., Annibale, B., Napoli, C., 2020. Prevalence of
Sars-Cov-2 infection in health workers (HWs) and diagnostic test performance: the
experience of a teaching hospital in central Italy. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17,
1-12. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17124417

Lai, C.C., Shih, T.P., Ko, W.C., Tang, H.J., Hsueh, P.R., 2020. Severe acute respiratory
syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) and coronavirus disease-2019 (COVID-19): The
epidemic and the challenges. Int. J. Antimicrob. Agents 55, 105924.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijjantimicag.2020.105924

Long, Q.X., Tang, X.J,, Shi, Q.L., Li, Q., Deng, H.l.,, Yuan, J., Hu, J.L., Xu, W., Zhang, Y., Lv, F.J.,
Su, K., Zhang, F., Gong, J., Wu, B., Liu, X.M., Li, J.J., Qiu, J.F., Chen, J., Huang, A.L., 2020.
Clinical and immunological assessment of asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 infections. Nat.

Med. 26, 1200-1204. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-020-0965-6



Ma, K., Xiao, R., Tseng, H.T., Shan, L., Fu, L., Moore, D.D., 2009. Circadian dysregulation
disrupts bile acid homeostasis. PLoS One 4.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0006843

Martin, C., Montesinos, |., Dauby, N., Gilles, C., Dahma, H., Van Den Wijngaert, S., De Wit, S.,
Delforge, M., Clumeck, N., Vandenberg, O., 2020. Dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR
positivity and seroprevalence among high-risk healthcare workers and hospital staff. J.
Hosp. Infect. 106, 102—-106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhin.2020.06.028

Meyerowitz, E.A., Richterman, A., Gandhi, R.T., Sax, P.E., 2020. Transmission of SARS-CoV-2:
A Review of Viral, Host, and Environmental Factors. Ann. Intern. Med. 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.7326/m20-5008

Mohamed, S., Raimondo, A., Pénaranda, G., Camus, C., Ouzan, D., Ravet, S., Bourliére, M.,
Khiri, H., Dukan, P., Olive, D., Halfon, P., 2013. Dried Blood Spot Sampling for Hepatitis
B Virus Serology and Molecular Testing. PLoS One 8, 1-7.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0061077

Morawska, L., Milton, D., 2020. It is Time to Address Airborne Transmission of COVID-19.
Clin. Infect. Dis. https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciaa939

Ng, K., Poon, B.H., Kiat Puar, T.H., Shan Quah, J.L., Loh, W.J., Wong, Y.J., Tan, T.Y., Raghuram,
J., 2020. COVID-19 and the Risk to Health Care Workers: A Case Report. Ann. Intern.
Med. 172, 766-767. https://doi.org/10.7326/L20-0175

Parker, S.P., Cubitt, W.D., 1999. The use of the dried blood spot sample in epidemiological
studies. J. Clin. Pathol. 52, 633-639. https://doi.org/10.1136/jcp.52.9.633

Perreault, J., Tremblay, T., Fournier, M.-J., Drouin, M., Beaudoin-Bussiéres, G., Prévost, J.,
Lewin, A., Bégin, P., Finzi, A., Bazin, R., 2020. Longitudinal analysis of the humoral

response to SARS-CoV-2 spike RBD in convalescent plasma donors. BioRxiv 1-21.



https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.16.206847

Steensels, D., Oris, E., Coninx, L., Nuyens, D., Delforge, M.L., Vermeersch, P., Heylen, L.,
2020. Hospital-Wide SARS-CoV-2 Antibody Screening in 3056 Staff in a Tertiary Center
in Belgium. JAMA - J. Am. Med. Assoc. 324, 195-197.
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.11160

Tang, M.S., Hock, K.G., Logsdon, N.M., Hayes, J.E., Gronowski, A.M., Anderson, N.W.,
Farnsworth, C.W., 2020. Clinical Performance of Two SARS-CoV-2 Serologic Assays. Clin.
Chem. 8, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1093/clinchem/hvaa120

Theel, E.S., Slev, P., Wheeler, S., Couturier, M.R., Wong, S.J., Kadkhoda, K., 2020. The Role of
Antibody Testing for SARS-CoV-2: Is There One? J. Clin. Microbiol. 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.00797-20

Thevis, M., Knoop, A., Schaefer, M.S., Dufaux, B., Schrader, Y., Thomas, A., Geyer, H., 2020.
Can dried blood spots (DBS) contribute to conducting comprehensive SARS-CoV-2
antibody tests? Drug Test. Anal. 0-3. https://doi.org/10.1002/dta.2816

To, K.K.-W., Hung, I.F.-N., Ip, J.D., Chu, A.W.-H., Chan, W.-M., Tam, A.R., Fong, C.H.-Y., Yuan,
S., Tsoi, H.-W., Ng, A.C.-K., Lee, L.L.-Y., Wan, P., Tso, E., To, W.-K., Tsang, D., Chan, K.-H.,
Huang, J.-D., Kok, K.-H., Cheng, V.C.-C., Yuen, K.-Y., 2020. COVID-19 re-infection by a
phylogenetically distinct SARS-coronavirus-2 strain confirmed by whole genome
sequencing. Clin. Infect. Dis. 2019, 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciaal275

Tuaillon, E., Mondain, A.M., Meroueh, F., Ottomani, L., Picot, M.C., Nagot, N., Van De Perre,
P., Ducos, J., 2010. Dried blood spot for hepatitis ¢ virus serology and molecular testing.
Hepatology 51, 752—758. https://doi.org/10.1002/hep.23407

Uttayamakul, S., Likanonsakul, S., Sunthornkachit, R., Kuntiranont, K., Louisirirotchanakul, S.,

Chaovavanich, A., Thiamchai, V., Tanprasertsuk, S., Sutthent, R., 2005. Usage of dried



blood spots for molecular diagnosis and monitoring HIV-1 infection. J. Virol. Methods
128, 128-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jviromet.2005.04.010

Van Der Hoek, L., Pyrc, K., Jebbink, M.F., Vermeulen-Oost, W., Berkhout, R.J.M., Wolthers,
K.C., Wertheim-Van Dillen, P.M.E., Kaandorp, J., Spaargaren, J., Berkhout, B., 2004.
Identification of a new human coronavirus. Nat. Med. 10, 368—-373.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nm1024

Van Elslande, J., Vermeersch, P., Vandervoot, K., Wawina-Bokalanga, T., Vanmechelen, B.,
2020. Symptomatic SARS-CoV-2 reinfection by a phylogenetically distinct strain. Clin.
Infect. Dis. 1-14.

Walls, A.C., Park, Y.J., Tortorici, M.A., Wall, A., McGuire, A.T., Veesler, D., 2020. Structure,
Function, and Antigenicity of the SARS-CoV-2 Spike Glycoprotein. Cell 181, 281-292.e6.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2020.02.058

Wang, K., Long, Q.-X., Deng, H.-J., Hu, J., Gao, Q.-Z., Zhang, G.-J., He, C.-L., Huang, L.-Y., Hu,
J.-L,, Chen, J., Tang, N., Huang, A.-L., 2020. Longitudinal Dynamics of the Neutralizing
Antibody Response to Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2)
Infection. Clin. Infect. Dis. 2. https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciaal143

Weitz, J.S., Beckett, S.J., Coenen, A.R., Demory, D., Dominguez-Mirazo, M., Dushoff, J.,
Leung, C.Y,, Li, G., Magalie, A., Park, S.W., Rodriguez-Gonzalez, R., Shivam, S., Zhao,
C.Y., 2020. Modeling shield immunity to reduce COVID-19 epidemic spread. Nat. Med.
26. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-020-0895-3

WHO, 2020. WHO Coronavirus Disease (COVID-19) Dashboard [WWW Document]. Geneva
World Heal. Organ. URL
https://covid19.who.int/?gclid=EAlalQobChMI5MbI0Jm96gIVB-

ztCh1tlwg2EAAYASAAEGITIfD BwE (accessed 7.8.20).



WHO, n.d. World Health Organization. Laboratory biosafety guidance related to the novel
coronavirus (2019-nCoV): interim guidance. [WWW Document]. URL
https://www.who.int/docs/default-source/coronaviruse/laboratory-biosafety-novel-
coronavirus-version-1-1.pdf?sfvrsn=912a9847 2 (accessed 7.8.20).

Woo, P.C.Y,, Lau, S.K.P., Chu, C., Chan, K., Tsoi, H., Huang, Y., Wong, B.H.L., Poon, R.W.S.,
Cai, J.J.,, Luk, W., Poon, L.L.M., Wong, S.S.Y., Guan, Y., Peiris, J.5.M., Yuen, K., 2005.
Characterization and Complete Genome Sequence of a Novel Coronavirus, Coronavirus
HKU1, from Patients with Pneumonia. J. Virol. 79, 884—-895.
https://doi.org/10.1128/jvi.79.2.884-895.2005

Yongchen, Z., Shen, H., Wang, X., Shi, X., Li, Y., Yan, J., Chen, Y., Gu, B., 2020. Different
longitudinal patterns of nucleic acid and serology testing results based on disease
severity of COVID-19 patients. Emerg. Microbes Infect. 9, 833—-836.
https://doi.org/10.1080/22221751.2020.1756699

Zaki, A.M., Van Boheemen, S., Bestebroer, T.M., Osterhaus, A.D.M.E., Fouchier, R.A.M.,
2012. Isolation of a novel coronavirus from a man with pneumonia in Saudi Arabia. N.

Engl. ). Med. 367, 1814-1820. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM0al1211721



SARS2-CoV-2 test result

Total Positive  Negative P value
population (n=17) (n=174)
(n=195)
Gender — N (%) .296
Female 117 (60) 8 (47) 109 (63)
Male 78 (40) 9 (53) 65 (37)
Age —N (%) .108
<30y 67 (34) 9(53) 57 (33)
31-50y 102 (52) 8(47) 91 (52)
> 51y 26 (13) - 26 (15)
Total No in household — N (%) 141
Sole occupant 35 (18) 2(12) 33 (19)
> 1 occupant 160 (82) 15 (88) 141 (81)
> 2 occupants 97 (50) 10 (59) 85 (49)
> 3 occupants 62 (32) 8 (47) 53 (30)
> 4 occupants 23 (12) 6 (35) 17 (10)
Additional keyworker in household — N (%) .074
No 99 (51) 5(29) 94 (54)
Yes 96 (49) 12 (71) 80 (46)
Previously tested (PCR) for SARS-CoV-2 — N (%) -
No 145 (74) 7 (41) 136 (78)
Yes — Positive 9 (5) 8 (47) -
Yes — Negative 41 (21) 2(12) 38 (22)
Another household member tested (PCR) for .027
SARS-CoV2 —N (%)
No 165 (85) 11 (65) 151 (87)
Yes — Positive 9 (5) 5(29) 4(2)
Yes — Negative 21 (10) 1(6) 19 (11)
Self-reported SARS-CoV-2 infection — N (%) .0001
No 138 (71) 3(18) 132 (76)
Yes 57 (29) 14 (82) 42 (24)
Symptoms reported (n=57)
Headache 43 (75) 10 (59) 31 (78) 2
Myalgia 39 (68) 10 (59) 27 (68) .557
Pharyngitis 39 (68) 9(53) 28 (70) .24
Cough 34 (60) 8 (47) 24 (60) 397
Fever 25 (44) 7 (41) 17 (43) .999
Coryza 22 (39) 4 (24) 17 (43) 235
Dysponea 20 (35) 6 (35) 13 (33) .999
Ageusia 19 (33) 7 (41) 10 (25) 342
Anosmia 18 (32) 10 (59) 6 (15) .002
Health condition whereby annual influenza .99
vaccination is recommended — N (%)
No 173 (89) 15 (88) 155 (89)
Yes 22 (11) 2(12) 19 (11)

Table 1: Baseline demographics and sub-group analysis of laboratory staff in a point SARS-CoV-2 sero-

prevalence study.
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Figure 1: Validation of DBS specimens for SARS-CoV-2 serology. The grey shaded area

represents the equivocal range of the assay, where values about this are considered positive

and below are negative. Paired sera and DBS samples were collected from 28 individuals

over a 7 day period. A total protocol accuracy of 96% can be achieved by a two stage

process whereby initially reactive neat DBS samples are diluted to 1:3. Alternatively, a single

step analysis at 1:3 dilution results in 93% sensitivity and 100% specificity. Expectedly,

sensitivity decreases when further diluted to 1:9.
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Figure 2: Longitudinal SARS-CoV-2 serology response in nine non-hospitalised individuals.
Serum samples were collected on a monthly basis where a decrease in the positivity ratio of
both assays was seen in all but one participant. Two out of nine people (22%) seroconverted
their spike antibody response (A) while seven out of nine (78%) seroconverted their

nucleocapsid antibody response by day 160 post a positive PCR test for SARS-CoV-2.



