SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS


Supplementary Methods

Pre-clinical evaluation (Phase 2 evaluation)

Pre-clinical evaluation of candidate LFDs was performed by trained laboratory scientists at Public Health England (PHE) Porton Down. LFDs were evaluated against SARS-CoV-2 spiked positive controls and known negative controls, consisting of saliva collected from healthy adult staff volunteers. Fresh saliva was confirmed as negative when screened for SARS-CoV-2 RNA by RT-PCR. 
Unless otherwise stated, all RT-PCR testing was undertaken on the Roche Cobas® 6800 or 8800 system using their proprietary SARS-CoV-2 assay as per manufacturer’s instructions (with off-board lysis using AVL buffer (Qiagen) and 5% Triton-X100 (Sigma Aldrich)). This assay detects ORF-1a/b as a SARS-CoV-2 specific target, and the E-gene as a pan-sarbecovirus target. 
Positive and negative samples were processed in Class III and Class I microbiological safety cabinets, respectively. Each sample was tested on each LFD according to the manufacturer’s instructions. For LFDs designed to be used with swab samples, 200uL of saliva was mixed with the LFD extraction buffer directly. To establish preliminary analytical specificity, we tested each LFD against negative samples from 71 healthy volunteers. To establish preliminary analytical limits of detection (LOD), we tested each LFD against saliva spiked with SARS-CoV-2 as follows: Saliva from 15 SARS-CoV-2 PCR-negative individuals (selected from the 71 negative samples described above) was spiked with SARS-CoV-2 virus stock (7.8x106 plaque-forming units [pfu]/mL (VIC/1/2020) and serially diluted in the saliva from each individual yielding 105, 104, 103 and 102 pfu/mL. Fifteen samples per titre were tested. A further dilution series down to 1.22 pfu/ml was performed as part of a positive extended dilution series. Viral copy numbers per titre were quantified by RT-PCR. If applicable, swab comparisons were also performed to ensure the different types of swabs provided were comparable.

Pre-defined and publicly available “prioritisation” criteria to pass on to the next evaluation phase had to be met for LFDs, consisting of (i) a kit failure rate of <10%; (ii) an analytical specificity of ≥97%, and (iii) an analytical LOD of >9 of 15 (60%)  at 102 pfu/mL, corresponding to a RT-PCR cycle threshold (Ct) of approximately 25; and (iv) lack of cross-reactivity with seasonal coronaviruses to further test analytical specificity. SARS-CoV-2-negative saliva samples from five individuals were spiked with seasonal coronavirus strains 229E, NL63 and OC43 at 1:10 dilution and 200µL of each sample analysed on LFDs. 


Retrospective secondary care evaluation (Phase 3a evaluation)
Evaluation using patient samples retrospectively was started in August 2020 at PHE Porton Down. Samples were obtained from a secondary healthcare setting (Oxford University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust). Test performance was assessed by testing naso- and oropharyngeal swabs that had been placed in 1ml of viral transport medium (VTM) (Medical Wire). These samples were confirmed SARS-CoV-2-negative or positive by RT-PCR, as follows:
A sample volume of 100µL was tested in Phase 3a LFD evaluations and results were analysed to identify sensitivity and specificity.  The sensitivity for viral antigen detection was determined for strata of Ct values and associated viral loads. Kit failures were also recorded. Viral load (in RNA copies/mL) was quantified from Ct values by using a conversion factor obtained using a dilution calibration series of synthetic genomic RNA (Twist Bioscience) and a standard curve performed using Altona and Taqpath ORF and S target assays. Viral load conversion to RNA copies/mL was performed using the following equation derived from prior calibration curves, logVL = 11.19-0.304*(delta CT-4.4). 

Community research evaluation (Phase 3b evaluation)
Witnessed verbal consent by telephone was performed and participants were invited to attend one of fourteen drive-through testing centres in England. Participants were required to return to the COVID-19 testing centre and self-collect paired swab samples, consisting of combined anterior nasal and oropharyngeal swabs (1 stored as a dry swab and 1 swab placed in VTM). Samples were stored at 4°C and analysis was performed at PHE Porton Down within 24 hours. LFDs were evaluated according to the manufacturer’s instructions using “dry swabs” and were also evaluated on VTM samples as per Phase 3a evaluations. 

For the Innova SARS-CoV-2 Antigen Rapid Qualitative Test, testing was additionally performed for a subset of samples on-site at four COVID-19 testing centres by trained research staff using the “dry swabs” to evaluate “real-life”/diagnostic performance. The paired swab placed in VTM was used to determine viral load through RT-PCR, again at PHE Porton Down. Only individuals who had a SARS-CoV-2 infection confirmed by this paired PCR were included in the analysis. Analyses quantified kit failure rate and sensitivity. Sensitivity was quantified excluding results recorded as void/invalid due to kit failure. The Ct values recorded for the ORF-1 and E-gene generated on the Roche platform and a mean of the two were recorded. Where symptoms were available from participants, further analysis was also performed assessing LFD performance in relation to clinical symptoms.

Community field service evaluation (Phase 4 evaluation)

Wider field service evaluations were performed within a number of UK institutions and settings. These evaluations utilised the Innova SARS-CoV-2 Antigen Rapid Qualitative Test. These institutions included a secondary healthcare setting (John Radcliffe Hospital, Oxford), PHE Porton Down, armed forces members (following an outbreak) and in secondary schools (pupils aged 11-18). Evaluations were also undertaken at regional COVID-19 testing centres as part of an NHS Test and Trace service evaluation involving the general public. The John Radcliffe Hospital, Oxford performed an evaluation as part of their asymptomatic staff screening service using the Respiratory Diagnostic Kit Evaluation (‘Red Kite’) study (Research Ethics Committee reference: 19/NW/0730; North West-Greater Manchester South Research Ethics Committee). All samples were self-collected, with participants following printed instructions for sampling. The test was then performed and interpreted by an “operator”. The schools, PHE staff and armed forces used an oropharyngeal sample, hospitals used a nasopharyngeal sample, all other field service evaluations utilised anterior nasal and combined oropharyngeal samples.  With the exception of the armed forced outbreak which utilised swabs placed in VTM, dry swabs were used as per manufacturer’s instructions. Analyses were performed to identify kit failure rate, specificity, and viral antigen detection/sensitivity by LFDs. Further analyses were performed to assess LFD performance in relation to user training.
Lateral flow tests

[bookmark: _GoBack]All LFD tests were sourced directly from the manufacturer by DHSC. Unless otherwise stated, kits were used as per manufacturer’s instructions, with kits recommending use of a “dry” swab, whereby the swab is not placed into any solutions prior to transfer to the kit buffer. As per the manufacturer’s instruction for use, an invalid kit result, or a kit failure was recorded when an operator did not see a control line on the device within a defined time period. A negative result was recorded where there was evidence of a control line but no test line. A positive result was recorded where there was evidence of a control and test line. Candidate LFDs were assessed under a confidentiality agreement and only the those which cleared all evaluation phases were approached for agreement to publish their identity.






Supplementary Tables

Supplementary Table 1. Results of phase 3a evaluations showing viral detection sensitivity and specificity of LFD tests using biobanked VTM samples from secondary care.

	Viral load
	ORF1 CT
	Innova
	LFD x
	Orient gene
	Deepblue
	Fortress
	SD Bio swab
	Surescreen

	>10million
	<18
	3/3 (100.0)
	3/3 (100.0)
	3/3 (100.0)
	3/3 (100.0)
	3/3 (100.0)
	3/3 (100.0)
	3/3 (100.0)

	1-10 million
	18-21.5
	25/25 (100.0)
	28/28 (100.0)
	27/27 (100.0)
	28/28 (100.0)
	28/28 (100.0)
	27/27 (100.0)
	28/28 (100.0)

	0.1-1 million
	21.5-25
	31/33 (93.9)
	33/35 (94.3)
	32/35 (91.4)
	32/35 (91.4)
	31/35 (88.6)
	33/34 (97.1)
	33/34 (97.1)

	10,000-100,000
	25-28
	23/34 (67.6)
	25/37 (67.6)
	26/37 (70.3)
	23/37 (62.2)
	28/37 (75.7)
	19/36 (52.7)
	16/37 (43.2)

	1,000-10,000
	28-31
	12/41 (29.3)
	13/42 (31.0)
	5/42 (11.9)
	4/42 (9.5)
	15/42 (35.7)
	7/42 (16.7)
	0/42 (0.0)

	100-1,000
	31-34.5
	1/37 (2.7)
	1/41 (2.4)
	0/41 (0.0)
	0/41 (0.0)
	2/41 (4.9)
	0/41 (0.0)
	1/40 (2.5)

	<100
	>34.5
	0/5 (0.0)
	0/5 (0.0)
	0/5 (0.0)
	0/5 (0.0)
	0/5 (0.0)
	0/5 (0.0)
	0/5 (0.0)

	Negative samples
	na
	0/940 (0.0)
	5/1589 (0.003)
	0/999 (0.0)
	0/1014 (0.0)
	1/1000 (0.001)
	1/996 (0.001)
	1/995
(0.001)




Supplementary Table 2. Associations between patient features, symptoms, past medical history and LFD result from individuals with COVID-19 positive PCR samples in the Falcon-C19 study. 

	 
	Total Cohort (n=421)
	LFD-Positive (n=312)
	LFD-Negative (n=109)
	Odds Ratio (95% CI)
	p value
	p adjusted

	Patient Features
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	Age (Median Years)
	33
	32
	35
	1.00 (0.98-1.01)
	0.63
	ns

	Age=No data
	91
	63
	28
	 
	
	 

	Male
	168
	126
	42
	1.08 (0.65-1.77)
	0.78
	ns

	Female
	169
	129
	40
	 
	
	 

	Gender-No data
	84
	57
	27
	 
	 
	 

	Current Symptoms
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	Asymptomatic
	40
	27
	13
	0.66 (0.33-1.38)
	0.25
	ns

	Abdominal_pain
	19
	14
	5
	0.92 (0.34-2.92)
	0.88
	ns

	Anosmia
	67
	43
	24
	0.52 (0.29-0.92)
	0.023
	ns

	Cough
	134
	106
	28
	1.41 (0.86-2.38)
	0.18
	ns

	Diarrhoea
	15
	12
	3
	0.99 (0.34-3.62)
	0.99
	ns

	Fever
	80
	67
	13
	1.94 (1.04-3.85)
	0.046
	ns

	Headache
	138
	119
	19
	2.91 (1.69-5.21)
	0.00019
	0.0051

	Shortness_of_breath_SOB
	57
	47
	10
	1.67 (0.84-3.65)
	0.17
	ns

	Sore_throat
	82
	64
	18
	1.23 (0.70-2.26)
	0.49
	ns

	Vomiting
	16
	12
	4
	0.99 (0.34-3.62)
	0.99
	ns

	Other
	260
	203
	57
	1.70 (1.02-2.82)
	0.04
	ns

	No data
	59
	40
	19
	 
	 
	 

	Past Medical History
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	Asthma
	40
	31
	9
	1.17 (0.55-2.70)
	0.71
	ns

	Diabetes
	8
	6
	2
	1.00 (0.23-6.91)
	1
	ns

	Heart_disease
	9
	6
	3
	0.66 (0.17-3.17)
	0.56
	ns

	Hypertension
	19
	13
	6
	0.71 (0.27-2.07)
	0.50
	ns

	Immunosuppression
	2
	2
	0
	na
	na
	na

	Other_chronic_lung_condition
	5
	5
	0
	na
	na
	na

	Renal_impairment
	2
	2
	0
	na
	na
	na

	Steroid_therapy
	4
	3
	1
	1.00 (0.13-20.35)
	1
	ns

	Not_applicable
	261
	195
	66
	0.95 (0.55-1.59)
	0.84
	ns

	No data
	57
	39
	18
	 
	 
	 











Supplementary Table 3: Sensitivity of each assay for detection of viral loads ≥0.1 million (Ct <25)

	LFD
	Evaluation
	Sensitivity (95% CI)

	Innova
	3a
	93.7 (84.5 – 98.2)

	 
	3b
	97.6 (91.5 – 99.7)

	Abbott
	3a
	97.0 (89.5 – 99.6)

	 
	3b
	91.4 (76.9 – 98.2)

	Orient Gene
	3a
	95.4 (87.1 – 99.0)

	 
	3b
	100.0 (90.0 – 100.0)

	Deepblue
	3a
	95.4 (87.3 – 99.0)

	 
	3b
	98.5 (91.8 – 100.0)

	Fortress
	3a
	93.9 (85.2 – 98.3)

	 
	3b
	not complete

	SD Bioswab
	3a
	93.9 (85.2 – 98.3)

	 
	3b 
	not complete

	Surescreen
	3a
	98.5 (91.7 – 100.0)

	 
	3b
	not complete







Supplementary figures

[image: ]
Supplementary figure 1. Sensitivity of LFDs from phase 3b evaluations using dry swabs on Innova, Abbot, Orient gene and Deepblue performed by clinical laboratory personnel. 
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Supplementary Figure 2a. Association between viral antigen detection and viral load (RNA copies/ml and CT) in phase 3b evaluation for swabs taken in VTM when performed by trained laboratory scientists and trained healthcare workers using the Innova test. 2b Modelled probabilities for a positive Innova LFD result at a given log(10) viral load estimate
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