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Case 1 – Haematinics - Transferrin
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Summary Report
Analyte: Transferrin
Overall Performance Category: Poor
Running PI analyte –sample scores: mostly good, some acceptable, higher poor % than the median

*noted that comment shows sample 1 was spiked with iron to mimic acute iron overload.

Standard Report
Analyte results table: All samples show positive bias to method, instrument and overall mean. Sample 2 shows more pronounced positive bias.

Scoring Table: samples 1 and 3 acceptable (yellow, PI 1.45 and PI 1.35 respectively), sample 4 good (green, PI 0.42), sample 2 poor (red, PI 3.06). All positive PI. Overall – 
poor. 

Running PI scores: In general, scores over past 6 months show positive bias with PI scores wavering between good and acceptable. HA1224 shows a negative trend. 
HA1124 and HA0125 show one sample in the poor category (positive scores).
 
Bias Chart (Absolute): The 2 poor scoring samples over the last 6 months have been at concentrations between 2.4 to 2.6g/L approximately. Method shows wide SD bars 
for samples 2 and 3 for this dist (so MM of 2.64 and 3.05 respectively). Previous samples at these concs good show bias data in the good or acceptable range. Linear 
regression shows y = 1.08x + 0.05. 8% positive proportional bias, -0.05 g/L negative constant bias. 

Bias Chart (Relative): Again, you can see 2 samples over the last 6 months at concentrations between 2.4 to 2.6g/L approximately are showing as higher % positive bias 
(and are in the red zone).

Precision Scores: r = 0.9975 (acceptable / warning), Sy.x 0.08, IS = 25 (acceptable / warning). IS 11 to 150 = acceptable / warning. Evidence of poor imprecision for 
previous distributions in the precision table.
 
Sample Histograms: Sample 2 shows result off the scale when compared to method and instrument data.

Method Summary Data: Only one method for all participants. If you click on the ‘method’ name in the analyte results table this would bring you up the instrument 
breakdown for the programme.

Error Identification: 8% positive proportional bias. 

Troubleshooting performed by the lab: IQC reviewed and found to be acceptable, no Westgard rules broken. No obvious issues with reagent calibrator or QC. Repeat 
analysis 09/04/25 showed good performance for all samples. Further investigations for root cause pending (e.g. lot number review for reagent, QC and calibrators).

Case 1 
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Case 2 – pH Meter programme - pH
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Summary Report
Analyte: pH
Overall Performance Category: Poor
Running PI analyte –sample scores: 50% good, 17% acceptable, 33% poor – higher than the median % poor. HX1124 also shows approximately 20% poor PI.

No specific comments relating to this distribution.

Standard Report
Analyte results table: Only this lab within the method group. Higher reported results for samples 1 and 2 compared to overall mean. Sample 3 aligns with OM.
Scoring Table: samples 1 and 2 poor (red, PI 4.34 and 2.13 respectively), sample 3 good (green, PI -0.19. Samples 1 and 2 positive PI. Overall performance is poor. 
Running PI scores: In general, scores over past 6 months show either minimal bias or a mainly positive bias with PI scores wavering between good and acceptable. This 
distribution shows one result in the red zone and one result off the scale (indicated by an arrow). 
Bias Chart (Absolute): You can clearly see the 2 lower pH results for this distribution show a different pattern to previous dists; a much higher bias is observed. Previous 
samples at these concentrations showed good performance. Linear regression is y = 0.91x + 0.73. 9% negative proportional bias, 0.73 positive constant bias. 
Bias Chart (Relative): 2 samples over the last 6 months (this distribution) showing as higher % positive bias (and are in the red zone). Previous samples at these 
concentrations showed acceptable bias.
Precision Scores: Sy.x 0.04, IS 1, r=0.9999. Precision is good. Previous precision table shows good scores for the last 6 months.
Sample Histograms: Samples 1 and 2 shows results off the scale.
Method Summary Data: Shows samples 1 and 2 for this method (so this lab) are higher than any other method.
Error Identification: Mixed error – significant proportional and constant bias. 

Troubleshooting performed by the lab: 
Maintenance done in December but not logged. Maintenance/soak due Jan 20th so this was brought forward a few days to 16/01/25. 
17/01/25 - monthly maintenance completed and IQC run. IQC still out of range. 6 monthly maintenance also due in February. This was also brought forward.
24/01/25 – Repeat samples assayed and no improvement following completion of 6 monthly maintenance (although IQC was within range). HX0125 performance to be 
reviewed before considering new probe. 
29/01/25 – A direct observation of practice was carried out to review processes. This identified a training issue with the calibration process on the Oakton. SOP updated 
to clarify the process to prevent recurrence and further refresher training organised for all staff. Samples assayed again following correction of calibration process and 
results vastly improved.
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Case 3 – Urine Chemistry - Sodium
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Summary Report
Analyte: Urine sodium
Overall Performance Category: poor
Running PI analyte: Generally good performance scores over the 6 months. This month 5% poor PI.

* PI scores table shows high % of acceptable and warning scores across all analytes. Only 5 analytes show good overall performance scores.

Standard Report
Analyte results table: Shows significantly lower results for sample 2 compared to the method, instrument and overall means.
Scoring Table: Samples 1 and 3 show very low PI scores. Sample 3 shows pronounced negative poor PI (-3.32). 
Running PI scores: Shows mainly PI scores in the Good category for previous distributions, with only the one sample from this distribution in the red 
category.
Bias Chart (Absolute): Quite obviously shows an anomaly for this distribution’s sample at a concentration of around 158 mmol/L. Bias indicated as 
around -15 mmol/L. Narrow SD bars for the method. Linear regression – not calculated .
Bias Chart (Relative): All previous samples show acceptable bias (in the white area). One sample from this distribution showing around -12% bias.
Precision Scores: Precision table shows Sy.x 7.29, IS 63 (11-150 is acceptable to warning).
Sample Histograms: Sample 2 result off the scale compared to all results, your method and your instrument.
Method Summary Data:  all participants in same method group. If you click on the ‘method’ name in the analyte results table this would bring you 
up the instrument breakdown for the programme.
Error Identification: Significant negative bias for sample 2. Potential sample issue as sample 2 shows a negative bias for several other analytes (out 
of consensus with samples 1 and 2 scores).

Troubleshooting performed by the lab: 
Repeat sample 2 requested and re-assayed for any analytes with acceptable/poor performance. Samples assayed by a different technician. 
Performance calculated by the lab 16/10/24 and found to show vastly improved scores (PI scores between -0.03 and 1.74 (most <0.6)). 

Following discussion with the staff member, it transpired that this is likely a pre-analytical error. Potentially insufficient mixing of the sample prior to 
analysis. Root cause and troubleshooting discussed with the staff member as a re-training exercise.
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