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Abstract

Background: Rapid diagnostics are vital for curving the transmission and control of COVID-19
pandemic. Although many commercially available antigen-based rapid diagnostic tests (Ag-
RDTs) for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 are recommended by the WHO, their diagnostic
performance has not yet been assessed in Ethiopia. So far, the vast majority of studies
assessing diagnostic accuracies of rapid antigen tests considered RT-PCR as a gold standard,
which inevitably leads to bias when RT-PCR is not 100% sensitive and specific. Thus, this study
aimed to evaluate the diagnostic performance of Panbio ™ COVID-19 rapid antigen test jointly
together with the RT-PCR for the detection of SARS-CoV-2.

Methods: A prospective cross-sectional study was done from July to September 2021 in Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia, during the third wave of the pandemic involving two health centers and two
hospitals. Diagnostic sensitivity and specificity of Panbio™ rapid antigen test and RT-PCR were
obtained using Bayesian Latent-Class Models (BLCM).

Results: 438 COVID-19 presumptive clients were enrolled, 239 (54.6%) were females, of whom
196 (44.7%) had a positive RT-PCR and 158 (36.1%) were Ag-RDT positive. The Ag-RDT and RT-
PCR had a sensitivity (95% Crl) of 99.6 (98.4- 100), 89.3 (83.2- 97.6) and specificity (95% Crl) of
93.4 (82.3 - 100), 99.1 (97.5- 100) respectively. Most of the study participants, 318 (72.6)
exhibited COVID-19 symptoms and the most reported was cough 191 (43.6).

Conclusion: The diagnostic performance of Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag RDT is coherent with the
WHO established criteria of having a sensitivity 280% for Ag-RDTs. Superior performance of
the Panbio™ RDT was documented in samples with the lowest cycle-threshold RT-PCR values
and clients with confirmed clinical symptoms. Thus, we recommend the use of the Panbio™
RDT for both symptomatic and asymptomatic individuals in clinical settings for screening

purposes.

Key words: diagnostic sensitivity, diagnostic specificity, no gold standard, rapid diagnostic tests
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INTRODUCTION

The global public health and economic threats that resulted in countless disastrous effects
due to COVID-19 is being revealed in numerous ways and it’s not yet over. More than
6,223,645 deaths from over 504,834,324 documented cases have been reported as of April 18,
2022, since its detection in December 2019 and its being declared as public health emergency

in March 2020 [1, 2,3].

In Africa, the current health systems and laboratory diagnostic capacities are at their
questionable with respect to managing outbreaks as early as possible. Accordingly, realizing
the 2030 SDG with lots of pitfalls in the diagnostic capacity and with so many people failing to
get diagnosed. Irrefutably, rapid diagnostic tests are fundamental components of a successful
outbreak containment strategy by prompt identification of cases that minimize response

costs and save lives due to outbreak of the current COVID -19 [4, 5].

Ethiopia, being one of the countries with limited trained human and material resources is no
exception, being the 6t in Africa with 468,895 COVID-19 cases. The country had experienced
its fourth wave with an overwhelmingly rapid community transmission compared with the
previous epidemic waves, having 35% of positivity rate and 56,706 new cases (Data of
December 2021) [3, 6]. Despite this, the country has been tackling the pandemic through
allocation of the limited resources for the transmission prevention and implementation of a
uniform evidence-based preventive protocol at all levels of the health care system under
central command, which is considered as a wise decision for optimal resource utilization [7,

8].

The current choice of established tests for the diagnosis of COVID-19 with a relatively better
diagnostic performance using respiratory swab sample is RT-PCR, but its affordability and
infrastructure demand for most laboratories in the low-income countries are atypical.
Alternative testing modalities have become convenient approaches to reach more clients and

a step forward to empower individuals by bringing healthcare services closer to them. In view
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82  of this, rapid antigen tests have been in place as an option with their comparable diagnostic

83  performance [9-11].

84  The impact of rapid diagnostic testing (RDT) has been significant because results can be
85  delivered in short turnaround time of COVID-19 testing. RDT has become a game-changer for
86  triaging patients and crucial medical decisions [7,12]. Compared to RDT, the procedure of RT-
87  PCRis sophisticated, may lead to specimen contamination and technical personnel are prone
88  to acquiring the virus while demand samples from the presumptive cases [4]. On the other
89  hand, several RDTs have been and are currently being developed and commercialized [4, 7,13].
90  Despite the ease of application and low cost, RDTs are still in need of attention on their quality

91  diagnostic performance for the containment of the virus [14,15].

92  Since May 2021, Ethiopia has started using Panbio™ COVID-19 rapid antigen test for the
93  diagnosis of COVID-19in line with RT-PCR [16,17]. Yet, there has been no documented evidence
94  on its diagnostic performance. Indeed, the pandemic urges to have an evidence-based
95 information on its diagnostic accuracy as critically and timely imperative for the program and
96 has its impact in the containment strategy and for continuous quality improvements on its
97  implementation as part of the pandemic control [11,18,19, 20]. Moreover, a lot of studies are
98 available elsewhere that evaluated Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag-RDTs against RT-PCR as the gold
99  standard[21-24], which inevitably leads to bias. Yet, no study has been conducted using BLCM.
100  Thus, this study aimed to assess the diagnostic performance of Panbio™ rapid antigen test for
101 the detection of SARS-CoV-2 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia using BLCM to bridge the lack of

102 performance accuracy in clinical setting.

103 Materials and methods

104  Study design, period and settings

105 A health facility-based prospective cross-sectional diagnostic test evaluation study was
106  conducted from July to September 2021, during on the third wave of the epidemic, among

107  COVID-19 presumptive clients in public health facilities of Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. The study
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108  site, Addis Ababa is described in Sisay A. and colleagues,2022 [17]. As part of the current
109  pandemic response, the Addis Ababa Health bureau selected 20 health centers: which is 2
110  health centers from the ten sub cities, it is based on the previous sub city classification and 6
111 hospitals for the pilot and start up implementation of this rapid antigen test, Panbio™
112 (Abbott) rapid antigen test kit for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 using nasopharyngeal swabs
113 against. From these sites, we have selected two government health centers (Kazanches,
114  Kotebe) and two hospitals (Zewuditu Memorial Hospital, Ras Desta Damitew Memorial
115  Hospital). These two public hospitals are amongst the largest and the referral health care
116  system promotes and provides preventive, curative and rehabilitative outpatient care

117 including basic laboratory services [25,26].

118  Sampling method

119  The study population were all presumptive COVID-19 clients among public health facilities of
120  Addis Ababa who were willing to take part in the study and were available during data
121 collection period. We employed a convenience sampling technique until it reached a
122 maximum saturation point (n=438). Stratification of the samples in the four selected sites
123 was done based on the health facilities’ previous three months of SARS-CoV-2 testing
124  performance and availability of resources (see annex 1). The sampling also considered
125  contingency for non-response, invalid and contamination for assuring the best

126  representativeness of the specimens.
127

128 Flow of study Participants

129  In this study, eligible participants from community surveillance, contacts of confirmed cases,
130  and suspects who fulfill the WHO criteria and Ethiopian guideline for COVID-19 cases were
131 screened by trained professionals as quick triage system [27]. Of these, a total of 438

132 nasopharyngeal swabs was collected by trained health professionals.

133 We excluded the critically ill cases, confirmed COVID-19 positive patients and with age < 18

134 years old. Regarding test kit selection, Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag RDT was used for our study
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135  mainly because Panbio™ RDT was the only locally available test kit listed by WHO and

136  authorized by the Ethiopian regulatory body for laboratory utilization [27, 28].

137 Methods of Sample collection and data collection instruments

138 We collected the nasopharyngeal respiratory specimens twice from each study participant
139  upon consent using viral transport medium: one for rapid antigen and the other for RT-PCR.
140  Therapid Ag tests were analyzed immediately according to the manufacturers’ instruction by
141  the primary investigators and results were obtained by the visual interpretation of each
142 testers. The other collected specimen was placed in 3 mL of Viral Transport Medium (VTM)
143 and packed by triple packing system for maintaining the safety measures and shipped
144  immediately to Addis Ababa Public health research and emergency management center
145  laboratory (AAPHEML) for RT-PCR testing. The clinical specimens were collected with strict
146 bio safety measure and lab procedure of Panbio rapid Ag. The quantitative data were
147 collected using a structured data collection tool, prepared was developed in English language
148  after reviewing relevant literature .It included the socio-demographic characteristics and

149  client’s clinical information used for the analysis of the finding of the study [28,29].

150 Laboratory Testing Procedures

151 RT- PCR SARS-CoV-2 testing

152 2mL VTM (China, Miraclean Technology Co., Ltd., www.mantacc.com) nasopharyngeal
153  specimens were collected and all the nasopharyngeal samples were extracted in BIOER auto
154  method extraction machine with MgaBio plus virus RNA purification kit Il and analyzed by
155 using Sansure Biotech (MA-6000) SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR assay on the BGI Real-Time Fluorescent
156  RT-PCR Kit for Detecting SARS-CoV-2 in a real-time reverse transcription polymerase chain
157 reaction (RT-PCR) test. The assay developed for detecting specific single target gene, which
158  is found on the ORF1ab region of SARS-CoV-2 genome. Further, human housekeeping gene -
159  Actin is the target gene for the internal control. The master mixing was done by mixing 2oul
160  master mix reagent and 1oul of the extracted sample RNA to the well pre filled with PCR-Mix

161 in the following order: no template (negative) control, patient specimen(s), and positive
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162  control. The reference test with a cycle threshold (Ct) < 38 as the criteria for a positive result
163  if Ct value of internal reference not higher than 32 at VIC/HEX and specimen is negative

164  ORF1ab/FAM as 0 or no data available while Ct value at VIC/HEX not higher than 32 [30].

165  Ag-RDT SARS-CoV-2 testing

166  The collected nasopharyngeal swab was processed on site using the Panbio™ Ag-RDT (Abbott
167  Diagnostic GmbH, Germany). The samples from the swab are mixed with approximately 300
168  ul of buffer, and then add 5 drops are dispensed into the device. The results were interpreted
169  in 15-20 minutes following in the manufacturer’s instruction but the results do not read after
170 20 minutes. It detects the presence of the nucleo capsid (N) proteins of the virus on a
171 membrane based using an immune chromatography assay. For a positive result with the
172 Panbio (Abbot) test, a test line must form in the result window (T) and a control (C) line is
173 visible to indicate a test result is valid. In the Negative result is the presence of only the control
174  line(C) and no test line (T) within the result window seen. Invalid result was not occurred in
175  our study if the test line nor the control line was not visible in the result window prior to the
176  specimen dispensed on the device [29]. The test was performed as per Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag
177 Rapid Test Device (NASAL), in vitro diagnostic rapid test for qualitative detection of SARS-

178  CoV-2 antigen (Ag) in a strictly safety percolations [28].

179  Data quality Assurance

180  Data compilers and laboratory workers get its appropriate orientation on how to perform and
181  how to assure valid data using the tool and additional written guide have been provided to
182  them on interpreting each of the study variables. The principal investigators have closely
183  supervised the data collection process so as to ensure the completeness and consistency of
184  the data collection. The laboratory testing was done as per its approved documented
185  standard operating procedures and manufacturer recommendations. In all extraction
186  procedures, as part of assuring the quality management system, we always incorporate a
187  positive and negative quality controls. In addition, data were double entered to prevent error

188  during data entry via cross-checking and also finally checked and verified prior to analysis.
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189 Data analysis and Interpretation

190  Descriptive data of the research was entered and analyzed using SPSS statistical software
191  version 23. The rapid antigen test results obtained by visual interpretation were interpreted
192  as positive and negative based on the inbuilt internal control. The RT-PCR laboratory results
193  were interpreted as positive and negative based on the cut-off Ct values of the manufacturer
194  recommendation. All laboratory test results were considered valid if and only if the internal
195  quality control were passed. The binomial 95 % confidence intervals which were obtained
196 following Jeffreys approach in the R package DescTools were used (R version 4.1.3)[and
197  Cohen’s kappa value to assess the agreement beyond chance were obtained with the R
198  package psych [31,34,35]. A value of 1implies almost perfect agreement and values less than

199  1implies less than perfect agreement, with a range of values between 0 and 1[30,31].

200 Bayesian latent class model (BLCM)

201 With the aim to obtain diagnostic tests accuracies in the absence of a perfect gold standard,
202  Bayesian latent class models (BLCM) were fit to the data following the approach from Hui and
203 Walter for two tests and four populations with MCMC (Markov chain Monte Carlo) simulation
204  to construct posteriors in JAGS version 4.3.0 [32] using the runjags package [33]. The
205 frequencies of the four combinations of dichotomized Panbio and RT-PCR results (++; +-; -+;-
206 )inthe four populations, respectively, were modeled with a multinomial distribution. To allow
207 for potential conditional dependencies, pair wise covariance between sensitivities and
208  specificities of all RT-PCRs were included in separate models. Model selection, i.e., in- or
209  exclusion of conditional dependencies was based on the 95% credibility intervals (including o
210  or not) and on Bayesian p-values. The model code (S1 File) was obtained with the function
211 ‘““auto huiwalter” of the runjags package [34], with three chains of 50 000 iterations each, a
212 burn-in of 5000 iterations, and a thinning of 10 iterations. Minimally informative priors (beta
213 (1,1)) were used for the sensitivities of both tests, the specificity of Panbio and the four
214  prevalences. The shape parameters for the specificity of the RT-PCR were obtained with beta
215 buster assuming “to be 95% sure that the specificity is greater than 9o% with a mode at 99%”

216  as prior information. Convergence was assessed by visual inspection of the trace plots and

8
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217  the potential scale reduction factor (Gelman Rubin statistic) being below 1.1. A sensitivity
218  analysis was performed by using different combinations of minimally (dbeta(1,1)) or weakly

219 informative priors (dbeta(2,1))

220 Ethical consideration

221 Ethical approval was obtained from IRB of department of medical laboratory Sciences,
222 College of Health Sciences, Addis Ababa University (reference-MLS/174/21)), IRB office of
223 Health bureau, AAPHREML (Reference-AAHB/4039/227) and also from Addis Ababa
224 University, College of natural and computational science IRB (IRB-CNCSDO/604/13/2021).
225  Additionally, AAPHREML wrote support letter to the study health facilities. During data
226 collection process the data collectors informed each study health facility and study
227  participants about the purpose and anticipate benefits of the research and on their full right
228  torefuse, withdraw or completely reject part or all of their part in the study. Written informed
229  consent on the use of data with full anonymity was obtained from the voluntary participants.

230  This work has been done and performed as per Helsinki declaration.
231
232
233
234
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236
237
238

239


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.25.22274285
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

240

241

242

243

244

245

246

247

248

249

250

251

252

253

254

255

256

257

258

259

260

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.25.22274285; this version posted April 28, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Results

Socio-demographic characteristics of the study variables of participants

A total of 438 presumptive clients were identified and enrolled in this study and the majority
of them, 239 (54.6%) were females and the age of the participants were ranging from 18 to 84
years and the mean age was 36.38 +14.3 years. Three fourth of the study participants (n=318)
had symptoms of COVID-19 and the most reported clinical symptoms were cough (n=191),
followed by headache (n=39). For more than half (n=258) of the participants, the reason for
getting tested was due to observing the classic symptoms. The detail demographic data were

depicted in table 1.

10
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261  Table 1. Demographic characteristics of study participants and cross-classified results of RT-
262  PCR and Panbio, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 2021 (n=438)

RT-PCR Panbio
positive test results positive test results
Variable N (%)[95% CI] N (%) N (%)
[95% C1] [95% CI]
Gender Male 199 (45.3)[40.8;50.1]  92(46.2)[39.4;53.2] 78 (39.2)[32.6;46.1]
Female 239 (54-6)[49.9;59-2] 104 (43.5)[37.2;49.8] 80 (33.5)[27.7;39.6]
Occupation  Health worker 17 (3.9)[0.0;8.9] 11(64.7)[41.1;83.7] 10 (58.8)[35.6;79.3]
Government 97 (22.1)[17.3;27.2] 48 (49.59[39.7;59.3] 41(42.3)[32.8;52.2]
Employee
Self employed 63 (14.4)[9.6;19.4] 29 (46.0) [34.1;58.3] 28 (44.4)[32.6;56.7]
Private employee 118 (26.9)[22.1;32-0] 48 (40.7) [32.1;49.7] 32(27.1)[19.7;35.6]
NGO employee 9 (2.0)[0.0;7.1] 4 (44.4)[17.3;74.6] 4 (44.4)[17.3;74.6]
No response /Others 134 (30.6)[25.8;35.6] 56 (41.8)[33.7;50.2] 43 (32.1)[24.6;40.3]
COVID-19 Ves 318 (72.6)[68.5;76.9] 164 (51.6)[46.1;57.0] 139
symptoms (43.7)[38.3;49.2]
No 118 (26.9)[22.8;31.2] 32(27.1)[19.7;35.6] 19 (16.1)[10.3;23.5]
Don’t know 2(0.4)[0;4.7] 0(0)[0;6.7] 0(0)[0;6.7]
clinical Cough 191(43.6)[38.8;48.5] 107 (56.0)[48.9;62.9] 91(47.6)[40.6;54.7]
symptoms  Fever 33(7.5)[2.7;12.4] 14 (42.2)[26.8;59.3] 11(33.3)[19.2;50.3]
Shortness of breath 13 (3.0)[0;7.8] 6 (46.1)[22.1;71.7] 6 (46.1)[22.1;71.7]
Sore throat 21(4.8)[0;9.6] 7 (33.3)[16.3;54.6] 6 (28.6)[12.9;49.7]
Headache 39 (8.9)[4.1;13.8] 15 (38.5)[24.5;54.1] 9 (23.1)[12.1;37.9]
Easy fatigue 6 (1.4)[0;6.2] 3(50)[16.7;83.3] 3(50)[16.7;83.3]
Loss of smell and /for 4 (0.9)[0;5.8] 2(50)[12.3;87.7] 2 (50)[12.3;87.7]
taste
Joint &/or muscle pain 13 (3.0)[0;7.8] 11(84.6)[59.1;96.6] 11(84.6)[59.1;96.6]
1to 8(All symptoms) 2(0.4)[0,5.3] 2 (100)[33.3;100] 2 (100)[33.3;100]
No response 116 (26.5)[21.7;31.3] 29 (25)[17.8;33.4] 17 (14.6)[9.1;21.9]
Have yes 57 (13.0)[10.1;16.4] 26 (45.6)[33.2;58.5] 22 (38.6)[26.8;51.5]
comorbidity No/no answer 381(87.0)[83.6;89.9] 170 (44.6)[39.7;49.6] 136
(35.7)[31.0;40.6]
Type of DM 26 (5.9)[3.2;9.1] 13 (50)[31.6;68.4] 12 (46.1)[28.2;64.9]
comorbidity Hypertensive 25 (5.7)[3.0;8.9] 14 (56)[36.8;73.9] 10 (40)[22.7;59.4]
HIV/AIDS 2 (0.4)[0;3.6] 1(50)[6.1;93.9] 1(50)[6.1; 93.9]
Chronic respiratory D/s 3 (0.7)[0;3.8] 1(33.3)[3.9;82.3] 1(33.3)[3.8;82.3]
Chronic Cardiac D/S 2(0.4)[0;3.6] 0 (0)[0;66.7] 0 (0)[0;66.7]
Malignancy 2 (04)[0;3.6] 1(50)[6.1;93.9] 1(50)[6.1;93.9]
Other and have no 378(86.3)[83.6;89.5] 166 (44.1)[39.2;49.2] 133 (35.2)[30.5;40.1]
comorbidity

11
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Table 1 cont.’

Contact Yes
with No
confirmed
case Others
Assumed Home
place of Workplace
exposure Health facility
Others
Not recognized
Previously  Yes
tested No
positive
Covid-19 Yes
vaccination No
Wear face Yes
mask No
regularly No response
Reason for Suspect
testing
Contact of confirmed
case
Community
surveillance
Health Zewdito Memorial
facility hospital(HF1)

Ras Desta  Damtew
Memorial Hospital(HF2)

Kazenchis Health
Center(HF3)
Kotebe Health
Center(HF4)

170 (38.8)[34.2;43.6]
266 (60.7)[56.2;65.6]

2 (0.4)[0;5.3]
83 (18.9)[14.1;23.9]
114 (26.0)[21.2;31.0]
1(0.2)[0;5.2]
3(0.7)[0;5.6]

237 (54.1)[49.3;59.0]
60 (13.7)[10.7;17.1]
378 (86.3)[82.8;89.3]

49 (11.2)[8.5;14.4]
389 (88.8)[85.6;91.5]
426 (97.3)[96.1;,98.7]
6 (1.4)[0.2;2.9]

6 (1.4)[0.2;2.9]

258 (58.9)[54.3;63.8]
177 (40.4)[35.8;45.3]
3(0.7)[0;5.6]

46 (10.5)[5,7;15.3]
230 (52.5)[47-7;57-3]
116 (26.5)[21.7;31.3]

46 (10.5)[5.7;15.3]

50 (29.4)[22.9;36.6]
146 (54.9)[48.9;60.8]

0 (0)[0;66.7]

30 (36.1)[26.4;46.8]
40 (35.1)[26.8;44.1]

0 (0)[0;85.3]

0 (0)[0;53.5]

126 (53.2)[46.8;59.4]
23(38.3)[26.8;50.9]
173 (45.8)[40.8;50.8]

17 (34.7)[22.5;48.6]
179 (46.0)[41.1;51.0]
187 (43.9)[39-2;48.6]
4 (66.7)[28.6;92.3]
5(83.3)[44-2;98.1]
140 (54.3)[48.2;60.3]

56 (31.6)[25.1;38.7]
0 (0)[0:53.5]

23 (50)[35.9;64.1]
86 (37-4)[31:3:43.8]
62 (53.4)[44.4;62.3]

25 (54.3)[40.0;68.1]

34 (20)[14.5;26.5]
124
(46.6)[40.7;52.6]

0 (0)[0;66.7]

20 (24.1)[15.9;34.1]
31(27-2)[19.7;35.8]
0 (0)[0;85.3]

0 (0)[0;53.5]

107 (45.1)[38.9;51.5]
14 (23.3)[14.0;35.1]
144 (38.1)[33.3;43.1]

11(22.4)[12.5;35.5]
147 (37.8)[33.1;42.7]
151(35.4)[31.0;40.1]
4 (66.7)[28.6;92.3]
3(50)[16.7;83.3]
120

(46.5)[40.5;52.6]
38 (21.5)[15.9;27.9]

0 (0)[0:53.5]

20 (43.5)[29.9;57.8]
63 (27.4)[21.9;33.4]
57 (49-1)[40.1;58.2]

18 (39.1)[26.0;53.4]

Test performance accuracy based on days since Clinical symptom onset

The performance accuracy of the RDT were high as of the lowest number of ct values as

depicted in table 2. As the ct values of the test Sensitivity Performance of the Rapid Antigen

Test Kits with the Date of Clinical Onset of Symptoms of the Clients, and ct values 2022, Addis

Ababa, Ethiopia

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.25.22274285
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.25.22274285; this version posted April 28, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

270

271  Table 2- Test performance along date of clinical onset and its CT values, 2021, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.

RT PCR positive test result along withct. Panbio Ag RDT
Date of RT PCR testresult values result
clinical onset

Positive Negative Total  t<5  Ctsa5t0 >30 to >35 to Positive Negativ Total
<30 Ct <35 Ct<38 e
0-3days 63 75 138 50 9 1 3 56 82 138
4-7days 100 55 155 66 27 4 3 82 73 155
8-10 days 16 9 25 8 6 2 o] 1 14 25
11-15 days 6 6 12 1 3 0 2 3 9 12
>15 days 2 30 32 0 1 0 1 1 31 32
No
response E 67 76 2 3 2 2 5 71 76
Total 196 242 438 127 49 9 1 158 280 438
**% ogver all Kapa value 81% (95% Cl: 75.82% to 87.45%)
272

273 Diagnostic Performance of Panibo Ag test and RT-PCR using BLCM

274 We have performed BLCMs to assess the diagnostic performance of the Panbio™ antigen test
275  and RT-PCR in the absence of a gold standard using 4 population with 2 tests, with symptoms
276  and without symptoms using BLCM. Accordingly, the Ag-RDT and RT-PCR had a sensitivity
277 (95% Crl) of 99.6 %( 98.4% 100 %), 89.3 %( 83.2%- 97.6%) and specificity (95% Crl) of 93.4% (82.3%
278  -100 %), 99.1 %( 97.5% 100%) respectively, table 3a.

279  Table 3 a- Performance of test kits using all model of BLCM, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 2021

Model with all patients Model: Patients Model:Patients
with symptoms without symptoms

Variable Median [95% Crl] Median [95% Crl] Median [95% Crl]
Se_Panbio 99.6[98.4;100] 99.3[97.4;100] 99.2[96.6;100]
Se PCR 89.3[83.2;97.6] 91.4[ 83.8;100] 89.4[81.3;98.0]
Sp_Panbio 93.4[82.3;100] 91.6[82.7;100] 83.6[58.6;100]
Sp_PCR 99.1[97.5;100] 99.0[97.2;100] 98.0[93.1;100]
Prev Hf1 54.0[39.3;68.4] 50.0[33.5;66.2] 64.4[36.3;89.1]
Prev Hf2 70.0[62.1;77.1] 58.9[49.6;68.0] 90.5[80.7;97.4]
Prev Hf3 49.1[39.4;58.5] 46.0[35.5;56.4] 57.8[37.7;76.5]
Prev Hf4 55.2[38.7;71.2] 43.3[25.3;62.3] 76.8[51.7;95.6]
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The performance of Ag-RDT was also examined using different parameters or conditional

dependency, as depicted in table 3b and S1-S6 (supplementary files, S1-S6).

Table 3 b: Performance of test kits on conditional dependency using BLCM, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 2021

Model covariance
sensitivities

Model covariance
specificities

Median [95% Crl]

Median [95% Crl]

Se_Panbio
Se PCR
Sp_Panbio
Sp_PCR
Prev HF1
Prev HF2
Prev HF3
PrevHF4
Cov_se'
Cov_sp?

91.6[71.8;100]
81.7[61.2;95.2]
92.9[80.3;100]
98.9[96.4;100]
60.7[40.4;86.5]
77.0[65.9;100]
54.8[40.7;75.7]
61.9[40.1;88.1]

0.064[-0.0005;0.1757]

99.5[98.3;100]
89.0[82.7;97.4]
91.9[80.5;100]
98.1[92.1;100]
53.1[37.9;68.0]
69.6[61.4;76.8]
48.3[37.8;58.1]
54.7[37.0;70.6]

0.009[-0.0014;0.0066]

1: Bayesian p-value for covariance between sensitivity of Panbio and PCR 0.986
2: Bayesian p-value for covariance between specificity of Panbio and PCR 0.969

Discussion

Accurate reliable rapid diagnostic tests play a very crucial role in curbing COVID-19 infections.

Accordingly, rapid Ag-based diagnostic tests that could pinpoint patients at early disease

were commonly recommended. In this regard, the current status of our country’s laboratory

diagnosis system for COVID-19 is centralized with limited number of facilities resulted in longer

turnaround of results, which goes against the escalation of the virus in a country having more

than 100 million population and not more than 4,000 diagnostic medical laboratories [7, 16].

The diagnostic sensitivity and specificity of Panbio was comparable with reports by Nsoga et.

al. with sensitivity and specificity ranges of 71.4%-91.7% and 94.9%-100%, respectively, while

using RT-PCR as a gold standard. These study results also considered Ct values of <30 that

yielded test sensitivities from 87.7% to 97.8%[36-38].
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298 In terms of predictive values: when we use RT-PCR as gold standard, our finding had
299  comparable PPV and incomparable NPV when compared and contrasted with a study by
300 Bulilete et al ., with the overall sensitivity of 71.4% (95% Cl: 63.1%, 78.7%), the specificity of 99.8%
301 (95% Cl: 99.4%, 99.9%), the positive predictive value of 98.0% (95% Cl: 93.0%, 99.7%) and a
302 negative predictive value of 96.8% (95% Cl: 95.7%, 97.7%) [39].This indicates a clear difference
303  inthe specificity of the test performance among the negative cases, which may be due to the
304  difference in study participant recruitments, which is we used more the asymptomatic and

305 having clients with chief compliant of COVID-19 while presenting in the health facilities [39].

306  Ourstudy finding illustrate more inline finding with the WHO stated criteria for the emergency
307  use of clinical setting of such products as appropriate criteria, such as WHO's priority target
308  product profiles for COVID-19 diagnostics of acceptable' sensitivity > 80% and specificity >
309 97%), can be considered as a replacement for laboratory-based RT-PCR when immediate
310 decisions about patient care. This is truer in symptomatic clients and we are not sure that this
311  performance be in asymptomatic cases. Indeed, Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag-RDTs has a similar
312 sensitivity performance in both symptomatic and asymptomatic, but its specificity is lower
313  among clients without symptoms. Whereas RT- PCR is slightly lower in clients among without

314  symptoms [40, 41].

315  As a general principle RDTs can be used outside laboratories, at/ or near the point of care.
316  They are easy to use, provide rapid results and do not require any expensive equipment. Ag-
317  RDTs can be considered as alternatives to expand NAAT here (NAAT) for direct detection of
318  SARS-CoV-2 virus for diagnosis of early COVID-19 and also its critical tool to scale-up testing
319  and diagnostic in the fight against COVID-19 for the control of the pandemic. Nevertheless,
320  we highly underline that these tests should be performed under strict follow-up of trained
321 professional starting from the very beginning of pre analytical to post analytical of result

322 dissemination [42].

323 A similar study conducted in Germany, Switzerland and Japan in comparing this RDT
324  diagnostic performance and using RT-PCR as a gold standard method of the classical method

325 model showed more comparable finding among symptomatic study participants and its
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326 superior performance have been observed in case of samples having the lowest ct values and
327 high amount of viral concentration. We understand that, there might be a direct relationship
328  with the ct values and viral load of the study samples. However, because of resource
329 limitation, we did not monitor the viral concentration of the clients and readers should

330 consider it while inferring our finding with these studies [12, 15, 43, 44].

331 Our finding revealed the Panbio™ rapid antigen test have highest level of agreement of the
332 inter-test agreement beyond chance of the established assays (RT-PCR) with an average
333 Cohen’s kappa value of 81% (95% Cl: 75.82% to 87.45%) among our study subjects of 438 COVID-
334 19 suspected individuals, which was consistent with similar studies [36, 37] and lower finding
335 compared with Torres et. al., where the defined study population was different form the

336 present study [45].

337  The diagnostic performance Panbio™ Covid-19 Ag rapid test highly correlate with Ct values
338  and day of clinical onset. We found a superior performance in lowest ct values, which is most
339  probably during at this condition the viral concentration become high and as the clinical onset

340  of the day increase its performance among asymptomatic cases [37, 41].

341  Most of the false negative Ag-RDT results were among the population with contacts of SARS-
342 CoV-2 confirmed patient within a week range of contact of confirmed case and they have
343 reported no clinical symptoms and chief complaints when arriving at the testing health
344  facilities. Their age ranged from 18 to 68 years old and most of them were female. Also there
345  was a single false positive report from the total non-diseased of 242. The low frequency of
346  false positive report of the AG-RDTwas in line with a study done by Bulilete and colleagues in

347  Spain and Akingba and colleagues, in south Africa, while we consider RT-PCR as gold standard

348 [38,39].

349  This study proved the presence of a clear difference in the performance of the test kits when
350  taking RT-PCR as a perfect gold standard, instead of using BLCM assuming no gold standard.

351
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352 Conclusion and recommendations

353  The introduction of rapid antigen laboratory diagnostic methods in routine laboratory for
354  identification of SARS-COV-2 for a possibility of expanding to the general service, especially
355  near to the patients which could help medical practitioners for isolating the patients and
356 intervention of infections that can help to combat the devastating transmission. Based on our
357  study findings, the diagnostic performance of the Panbio™ Covid-19 RDT were 99.6 %
358  sensitivity and 93.4 % specificity among presumptive cases of Addis Ababa, by which it qualify
359  the WHO established criteria required to have for Ag-RDTs (sensitivity >80% and specificity
360 297%). Thus, it’s highly recommended to use it in areas of symptomatic individuals. This can
361  minimize reoccurrence and further spread of the pandemic and gripped the spread of the
362  virus by testing all the presumptive. We highly recommended further large-scale study
363  coupled with genomic approaches considering the presence of performance variation as the

364  variant of concern continues to emerge.
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563  Annex 1- Stratification of the samples in the four selected sites we allocate the total proposed

564 438 sample in to the four selected sites accordingly.

Health Facility name Assigned code  Assigned sample size
Zewditu memorial Hospital 01 46

Ras Desta Damtew memorial 02 230

Hospital

Kazanchis Health Ceneter 03 116

Kotebe Health Center 04 46
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