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External Quality Assurance Scheme - Print Monthly Summary

CHRISTIAN MEDICAL COLLEGE

DEPARTMENT OF CLINICAL BIOCHEMISTRY
CMC EXTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE SCHEME

MONTHLY SUMMARY REPORT - NOVEMBER 2023 EE1ok
Lab Name
MEDRAY CLINICS PVT LTD L No 17475
Constituent ch
Grou emistry |
B 2 Date of Result Entered : 20/11/2023
PT item L :
Yyophilized
human serum based Date of Report Published : 05/12/2023
SL.No A Method / Principl
nalyte Namznc:p 3 Analyzer Name No of DV Eacibants o vour S0 U
Participants cV sD Value
1 |GLUCoSE GOD-POD Any Analyser
m (Automation / Semi 1139 88
Automation ) 93.46 | 6.69 6.25 mgldL -0.87 | 0.37
2 |UREA Urease UV / GL ey palyser
DH | (Automation / Semi 71 109.4
Automation ) 91.14 | 8.85 8.06 mg/dL 2.26 | 0.60
3 |CREATININE | Jaffes End po T
point | (Automation / Semi 338 1 1.35
e : Automation ) A1 12.49 0.14 mg/dL 1.73 | 0.02
sa Any Analyser
4 |T.BILIRUBIN Colorimetric ) / (A Yanay
L utomation / Semi 998 7.76
Jendrassik Automation ) 38| 12,06 | 0.89 mg/dL 043 | 0.06
Ao Any Analyser
5 |T-PROTEIN Bluret y
Colorimetri (Automation / Semi 1156 4, j 4.03
" Automation ) g [SBe [ R04s g/dL REZA AR
Any Analyser
6 |ALBUMIN BCG - colorimetric | (Automation /S
emi 823 255 | o, 2.57
Laaton S o.64 | 025 | 257 | 0.08 | 0.02
Any Analyser
7 |CALCIUM Arsenazo il (Automation / Semi 93 10
8 8.17 .36 . .
: — Automation ) ! £.8 mg/dL 238 1) 0.04
nzymatic Any Anal
8 |URIC ACID Uricase CRitoation foem 1000 367 | 1536 | 056 | 492 | 562 | 0.04
Colorimetric Automation ) ; mg/dL | ™ -
Any Analyser
9 |CHOLESTEROL |CHOD-PAP (Aiomation ool QT 73.71 | 1036 | 7.64 | 8045 | 8 | 047
Automation ) mg/dL | ™ 3
g‘z;):::::' Any Analyser
10 | TRIGLYCERIDE | <t i /End | (Automation/Semi | 1070 | 166.27 | 7.19 | 11,05 | 16649 | o 0o | oo
Point Automation ) mg/dL :
Direct method / Any Analyser !
11 [HDL Enzymatic (Automation / Semi 836 20.98 | 13.04 | 274 | 231 | o977 | 949
colorimetric Automation ) mg/dL
; Any Analyser
UV kinetic(with &
12 |AST e (Automation / Semi 1140 111.95 | 13.93 | 1559 |128 U/L| 1.03 .
without PLP (P-5-P)) 11 on) 0.92
2 Any Analyser
UV kinetic(with & 38.2
13 |ALT 2 (Automation / Semi 1129 29.54 | 15.14 | 4.47 2 | 194 | 0.27
without PLP (P-5-p)) (AUjelmarion | S¢ uiL
Any Analyser 1522
14 |ALP PNP AMP kinetic . | (Automation / Semi 936 | 10534 | 11.90 | 12.53 | 022 | 374 | 0,52
Automation )
SDI Range Interpretation
\Within -1.00 to +1.00 Excellent.
\Within £1.01 to £2.00 Good.
Within £2.01 to £2.99 Accept with caution. Warning Signal.
Beyond £3.0 Unacceptable performance. Action Signal.
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, MEDRAY DIAGNOST
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Sample ID:EQAS REPEAT Noy Bed No. :
Gender:Male

Sample Type!Serum

Age: Case No. ;
Doctor: Diagnosia: »
Register Date:02-01-2024 17:04:08
Test Name Resut  Hint  Unit Reference range
[CAL1)Calcium 7.9 H  mgd 0.00~1,00
2 [ALPIJALP 1234 UL 40.0~406,0
]
Report Date:06-12-2023 17:28:0:
: heckeradmin Examiner: BANGALORE

M=




g,

I -
Nvestigation checklist/Form
survey Name information:

Date survey received Analyzer name/Model

Date of ana
Date survey result e

submitted

Date of report

performed _ngr__ | l r_o?o&?

M APBRT

e e |
Investigation performed receipt

=13, 6407

d from lnstrument redout or

b_v___.___‘_-_—_-—- Date of
gnaciceptabm parameter N evaluation e bae ) L)
pecimen g
Analyte Date of retesting:
Reportedvalue | Repeated Intended/peer group value
: value
LE@AS Sample | Caleum [ V6.9 [5.q9 JAK:
Root cause Analysis e
Clerical G
1. Was the results correctly transcribe i from inst readout c

report?

2.
Was the correct instrument /method reagent reported on the result
form?

3

Does the result reported on the result form match the result found
on the proficiency testing evaluatlon report ?
Procedural

1. Was the written procedure fo]lowed?

2. Were the reagents within their open stability limit during analysis?

3. Were Quality Control results acceptable and without bias?

4. Were dilutions performed correctly'-’
Analytical e

1. Was the most recent callbratlon acceptable and W|th1n estabhshed
limits at the time of testing?

2. Does a review of the past proficiency testing results indicate evenly
distributed data without bias?

3. Was the intended result within measuring range for the instrument?

o=

Was instrument maintenance performed on schedule?

5. Does a review of records indicate that there were no related
instrument test problems noted prior to or after the proficiency
testing as performed?

an appropriate time after shipment?

PT /EQAS material T 5 e
1. Was proficiency testing material recewed in the Iaboratory wuthln

2. Was proficiency testing material received at the appropriate
temperature?

3. Were results graded in the appropriate peer group based on the
method reported on the result form?

Conclusion /Summary:

Type of error

Method related Survey evaluation problem
Technical process related Other (define below) Vet
Clerical

Review and approval:

Preventive actions (If any) [J@-}@L C_ﬂ_m,"\mb\‘oq L%ﬂ_&f\ ,gam?\c__, g
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Investigation checklist/Form
Survey information:
Survey Name EAAC Analyser name/Model_JI\Tr (HEP _APBET
Date survey recelved Date of analysis E
. . AUC& 25 | performed Veo-1l-202F
ate survey resu Date of report
submitted o‘?ﬂ — 1\ - 25 23| receipt Qp ""l\ .-——?»2‘?
Investigation performed Date of
evaluation G)rf*lL"'Lde
Unacceptable parameter Name: Date of retesting:
Specimen Analyte Reported value | Repeated | Intended/peer group value
value
LE@AS CamelE] A) P js2s2sa iy D9, I | e 065
Root cause Analysis

Clerical

1. Was the results correctly transcnbed frominstrument readout or 7

report?
2. Was the correct instrument /method reagent reported on the result
form?

3. Does the result reported on the result form match the result found
on the prof cnency testmg evaluatlon report ?

Procedural 3 ..

1. Was the written procedure foIIowed?

2. Were the reagents within their open stability limit during analysis?

3. Were Quality Control results acceptable and without bias?

4. Were dilutions performed correctly?

Analytical i b et

1. Was the most recent cahbratlon acceptable and within estabilshed

5. Does a review of records indicate that there were no related
instrument test problems noted prior to or after the proficiency
testing as performed?

PT /EQAS material
1. Was proficiency testmg material received in the laboratory within

an appropriate time after shipment?
2. Was proficiency testing material received at the appropriate
temperature?
3. Were results graded in the appropriate peer group based on the
method reported on the result form?
Conclusion /Summary:
Type of error

limits at the time of testing? A
2. Does a review of the past proficiency testing results indicate evenly W
distributed data without bias?
3. Was the intended result within measuring range for the instrument? |«
4. Was instrument maintenance performed on schedule? A
w
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Method related

Survey evaluation problem

Technical process related

Other (define below) ]

Clerical

Preventive actions (If any)
Review and approval:
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