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Abstract  16 

Since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, important health and regulatory 17 

decisions relied on SARS-CoV-2 reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-18 

PCR) results. Our diagnostic laboratory faced a rapid increase in the number of SARS-19 

CoV-2 RT-PCR, with up to 1,007 tests per day. To maintain a rapid turnaround time 20 

to support patient management and public health authorities' decisions, we moved 21 

from a case-by-case validation of RT-PCR to an automated validation and immediate 22 

transmission of the results to clinicians.  To maintain high quality and to track possible 23 

aberrant results, we developed a quality-monitoring tool based on a homemade 24 

algorithm coded in R.  25 

We present the results of this quality-monitoring tool applied to 35,137 RT-PCR results 26 

corresponding to 30,198 patients. Patients tested several times led to 4,939 pairwise 27 

comparisons; 88% concordant and 12% discrepant. Among the 573 discrepancies, 28 

428 were automatically solved by the algorithm. The most likely explanation for these 29 

573 discrepancies was related for 44.9% of the situations to “Clinical evolution”, 27.9% 30 

to “Preanalytical” problems, and 25.3% to “Stochastic”. Finally, 11 discrepant results 31 

could not be explained, including 8 received from external partners for which clinical 32 

data were not available.  33 

The implemented quality-monitoring strategy allowed to: i) assist the investigation of 34 

discrepant results ii) focus the attention of medical microbiologists onto results 35 

requiring a specific expertise and iii) maintain an acceptable TAT. This work 36 

highlighted the high RT-PCR consistency for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 and the 37 

importance of automated processes to handle a huge number of samples while 38 

preserving quality. 39 
 40 
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Introduction  47 

The rapid spread and the high incidence of COVID-19 pandemic caused 48 

unprecedented challenges for diagnostic microbiology laboratories. Rapid and high 49 

throughput SARS-CoV-2 reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) 50 

have been quickly developed as the ones proposed by Corman et al. (1-3). These 51 

molecular diagnostic assays rapidly became the cornerstone of patient diagnosis as 52 

well as hospital and public health managements. Consequently, microbiology 53 

laboratories were reorganized to respond to the high demand for SARS-CoV-2 testing 54 

(4). This situation required (i) the rapid adaptation of infrastructures, (ii) quick validation 55 

and implementation of new RT-PCR assays, (iii) working hour extension and the 56 

employment of new workforces. Yet, the overall quality in SARS-CoV-2 results as well 57 

as for all other results provided by clinical microbiology laboratories had to be 58 

maintained throughout the crisis. 59 

 60 

Validation procedures had to be simplified in response to the very high demand for 61 

SARS-CoV-2 testing. Our molecular diagnostic laboratory located in a tertiary care 62 

university hospital faced a rapid increase in the number of SARS-CoV-2 PCR with up 63 

to 1,007 tests per days at the peak of the epidemic. To ensure the best quality, two 64 

validation steps are usually applied prior results transmission to clinicians: the 65 

technical validation of the assay by laboratory technicians is followed by the 66 

biomedical validation of the results by medical microbiologists, who consider the 67 

specific clinical setting (5). However, biomedical validation quickly appeared as a 68 

bottleneck in the SARS-CoV-2 analytical workflow since it extends the turnaround time 69 

(TAT), at the risk of affecting clinical outcomes as well as infection prevention 70 

strategies and adequacy of public health decisions (6). Thus, to maintain an 71 

acceptable TAT, results were released to the clinicians after technical validation based 72 

on the FastFinder software (UgenTec NV, Hasselt, Belgium) that automatically 73 

analyses RT-PCR amplification curves. 74 

 75 

The limited experience on these newly implemented RT-PCR assays, including their 76 

performance (7), highlighted the need for an active surveillance of the quality of 77 

provided results. Delta checks are commonly used in clinical chemistry laboratories to 78 

monitor analytical throughputs that outreach capacity for sample-by-sample validation. 79 

Delta checks describes a process where discrepancies in sequential results of the 80 
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same patient are detected to prompt repetition of the analysis (8). We wondered 81 

whether a similar approach could be used to monitor the quality of SARS-CoV-2 82 

results obtained in our laboratory. However, Delta checks are usually restricted to 83 

analytes exhibiting limited short-term variations and is as such unsuitable to 84 

microbiology results. Thus, we developed a quality monitoring methodology based on 85 

a homemade algorithm programmed in R to monitor SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR results. 86 

The developed quality monitoring methodology leveraged repeated testing to identify 87 

potential preanalytical or analytical culprits as well as cases requiring further 88 

biomedical investigations. The algorithm developed in-house accounts for the 89 

expended variability among results, to restrict the list of discrepancies to cases truly 90 

requiring investigation.  91 

 92 

In this article, we present the results obtained from the application of our quality 93 

surveillance on data from the first four months of SARS-CoV-2 crisis in our laboratory. 94 

Beside its role as quality management tool, application of this surveillance allowed us 95 

to quickly gain knowledge about this RT-PCR applied to a novel virus and new 96 

disease. In particular, this process allowed us to identify clinical specimen with 97 

significant added value and the presence of long-term carrying patients.  98 

 99 

Materials and Methods: 100 

RT-PCR and samples 101 

Samples collected from patients with a suspected COVID-19 or for screening were 102 

tested by RT-PCR, using either our high-throughput MDx platform (5), the cobas 103 

SARS-CoV-2 qualitative test (Roche, Basel, Switzerland) and the Xpert SARS-CoV-2 104 

test (Cepheid, California, USA). The E gene was targeted by the RT-PCR performed 105 

on the MDx platform (5), as described by Corman and colleagues (1). The cobas 106 

SARS-CoV-2 targeted the E gene as well as the ORF1/a and was performed 107 

according to the manufacturer guidelines. Finally,  the Xpert SARS-CoV-2 test targets 108 

the N gene and the E gene. The three methods displayed similar performances for the 109 

detection of SARS-CoV-2 from various clinical specimens and similar cycle threshold 110 

(Ct) value when positive (9-11). Samples were mainly collected from the upper 111 

respiratory tract. However, other type of samples were also tested (Table S1). 112 

Nasopharyngeal and oropharyngeal swabs were collected in Copan Universal 113 

Transport Medium System (UTM-RT) or BD™ Universal Viral Transport System 114 
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(UVT). Sputa and bronchial aspirates were liquefied using N-acetyl-L-cysteine prior 115 

analysis using the cobas 6800 system, or prior nucleic acid extraction using the 116 

MagNAPure 96 instrument when samples are tested on our MDx Platform (12, 13). 117 

Anorectal swabs were collected as previously described (14). 118 

 119 

Data collection and analysis 120 

Data were collected during the first four months of the epidemic in Switzerland 121 

(12.02.2020-12.06.2020) and included all SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR analyses conducted 122 

at the Institute of Microbiology of the Lausanne University Hospital (CHUV). SARS-123 

CoV-2 RT-PCR results and basic contextual information were extracted from our 124 

Laboratory Information System (LIS) (MOLIS, CGM) and analyzed with the R 125 

(15)(version 3.6.1) programming language helped by packages from the Tidyverse 126 

(16) environment.  127 

 128 

Discrepant cases identification and classification 129 

A R script was developed in-house to automatically identify and classify discrepant 130 

cases. In this script, all analyses from patients with multiple samples were compared 131 

to their previous results in a pairwise approach (https://github.com/valscherz/SARS-132 

CoV-2_discrepant_screen). Samples comparisons were then categorized as 133 

concordant or discrepant. Only discrepant results were further processed. These 134 

discrepancies (positive versus negative or conversely) between consecutive samples 135 

were classified based on i) Ct values, ii) samples types and iii) reception dates (Fig. 136 

S1). Based on these records, discrepancies were classified by the algorithm as 137 

following: 138 

 “Stochastic” classification was retained by the algorithm when the positive 139 

sample of the discrepant pair presented a Ct values over 35; close to the 140 

analytic limit of detection of the method; a Ct of 35 corresponds to 3,800 141 

copies/ml).  142 

 “Low yield” described samples type rarely or never observed as positive (i.e. 143 

less than 5% of times, Table S1). Thus, the algorithm classified as “Low yield” 144 

discrepancies where a low yield sample returned a negative result (explainable 145 

by sample nature, e.g. blood and urine). 146 
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 “Time delay” explanation was retained by the algorithm when the time interval 147 

between the two compared samples was over 10 days. Indeed, in this case, the 148 

discrepancy would be explained by the evolution of the disease (new infection 149 

or disease resolution).  150 

 “To be investigated” was finally retained by the algorithm for discrepancies 151 

meeting none of these criteria and requiring further investigation by medical 152 

microbiologists. 153 

The script was designed to compare each sample only to the last relevant result. For 154 

instance, a positive nasopharyngeal swab followed by a negative PCR in blood, and 155 

then later by another positive nasopharyngeal swab, will lead to only one discrepancy: 156 

the negative blood classified as a “Low yield”. The second nasopharyngeal swab will 157 

be classified as concordant with the previous nasopharyngeal swab. Of note, two 158 

nasopharyngeal samples taken more than 10 days apart once negative and once 159 

positive with a Ct > 35, would be classified as “Stochastic” and not as “Time delay”. 160 

Indeed, discrepancies were classified according to the first matching criteria in the 161 

following order: “Low yield”, “Stochastic”, “Time delay" and “To be investigated”, as 162 

detailed in the graphical scheme of the decisional algorithm (Fig. S1). Furthermore, a 163 

result from a patient with 3 samples or more can be involved both in a concordant and 164 

a discrepant pairwise comparisons. Indeed, the second of his analyses could be in 165 

agreement with the first of his results but discrepant with the third. 166 

 167 

Discrepant samples classified as “To be investigated” by this algorithm were then 168 

manually curated, classified and assigned to a reason putatively explaining the 169 

discrepancy (Table S3). In this manual analysis, discrepancies between two 170 

nasopharyngeal swabs taken within the same period (< 24h) and collected in different 171 

units or different hospitals (compatible with differences in sampling quality) were 172 

manually classified as imputable to “Sample quality”. When sampling sources were 173 

different (i.e. comparing an upper respiratory tract sample with a rectal swab), samples 174 

were manually classified as “Different sample types”. Discrepancies between samples 175 

collected less than 10 days apart and with indications in clinical records supporting a 176 

recent infection or recent recovery were classified as “Clinical context”. Finally, 177 

discrepancies compatible with none of these putative explanations were classified as 178 

“Unsolved”. For visualization purposes, classified discrepancies were regrouped into 179 
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corresponding testing phases or context: clinical context, preanalytical or stochastic 180 

(Tables S2 and S3). 181 

 182 

Results 183 

Included SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR results 184 

Since the implementation of SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR assays and for a period of four months, 185 

30,198 patients were tested by RT-PCR at the Institute of Microbiology of the Lausanne 186 

University Hospital (CHUV).  This corresponded to 35,137 samples, among which 4,545 187 

(12.9%) returned a positive result, whereas 30,592 (87.1%) were negative. Upper respiratory 188 

tract (URT) samples represented 98% of the tested specimen (Table S1). The peak of number 189 

of analyses took place on March 18th with up to 1,007 analyses processed on the same day 190 

(Fig. 1). 191 

 192 

Post-analytic surveillance of RT-PCR results by an in-house informatic algorithm 193 

Due to the difficulty to maintain a systematic sample-by-sample biomedical validation of such 194 

a high number of tests, systematic biomedical validation of all results was suspended and a 195 

surveillance supported by an algorithm encoded in R language was developed. This algorithm 196 

aimed at supporting the identification and investigation of discrepancies for repeated testing, 197 

as well as gaining insight on quality of the analyses provided by our laboratory. Applied to the 198 

first four months of SARS-CoV-2 testing in our laboratory, the designed algorithm identified 199 

2,792 patients with only concordant results, either negative (2,704) or positive (88), among 200 

the 3,214 patients owing at least two specimens (Fig. 2). Conversely, 422 patients presented 201 

at least one discrepant pair of results. Of note, 127 patients had concordant as well as results; 202 

these latter were further processed by the algorithm as patients with discrepant results. When 203 

considering 4,939 pairwise comparisons of successive results for these patients with multiple 204 

tests, 4,366 (88%) were concordant and 573 (12%) were discrepant. Among these concordant 205 

pairwise comparisons, 250 (6%) were positive results while 4,116 were negatives (94%) (Fig. 206 

2). 207 

 208 

Algorithm-based and manual biomedical investigation of discrepancies 209 

Our pipeline significantly reduced the number of discrepancies requiring human investigation 210 

and a probable explanation could be identified for most of the discrepant results. Indeed, the 211 

majority of the discrepant pairwise comparisons (n=428/573) could be automatically attributed 212 

by the pipeline to a putative explanation (“stochastic”, “low yield” or “time delay”) (Fig. 3A and 213 

3B, Table S2). Only the remaining discrepancies (n=145) did not fit any of the solving rules 214 
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encoded in the algorithm and required investigations based on the available analytical and 215 

clinical information (Table S3).  216 

 217 

The profiles of putative explanations for discrepancies evolved depending on the time interval 218 

between the compared analyses (Fig. 3C). In samples received among the same day, our 219 

assessment explained 77.3% (n=34/44) of the discrepancies as related to the preanalytical 220 

phase (i.e. explained by the sample types or sample collection in different health centers), 221 

followed by stochasticity (Ct value >35) at 22.7% (n=10/44). The discrepancies in results of 222 

samples received 1-3 days apart were explained by factors affecting the preanalytical phase 223 

at 55.4% (n=51/92), followed stochasticity at 32.6% (n=30/92). Interestingly, 7 of the 224 

discrepancies observed in the 1-3 days interval were explainable by nosocomial (n=6) or 225 

community (n=1) acquired infections based on health records, which could explain the quick 226 

negative to positive transition. These 7 discrepancies were thus classified in the clinical 227 

evolution context. As for the 4 remaining discrepancies, clinical records were not available for 228 

3 and the last one remained unexplained. Investigations of discrepancies between samples 229 

received 4-10 days apart incriminated the preanalytical phase at 41.6% (n=55/132), followed 230 

by stochasticity at 30.3% (n=40/132). As expected, the discrepancies imputable to the clinical 231 

evolution of the disease based on clinical records (new infection or infection resolution) was 232 

greater in the 4-10 days interval since it represented 22.7% of the discrepancies (n=30/132). 233 

The 7 remaining discrepancies in this time interval could not be explained, either in absence 234 

(n=5) or in presence (n=2) of clinical information. Over 10 day, the clinical evolution of the 235 

disease was the main explanation (72.1%, n=220/305) for discrepancies, as it was the default 236 

explanation retained by our automatic pipeline for discrepant results from samples collected 237 

more than 10 days apart in absence of any other explanation.  238 

 239 

In the overall assessment of the 573 discrepancies from samples taken 90 days apart, 44.9% 240 

(n=257) of discrepancies could be explained by the clinical evolution of the disease (e.g. 241 

indications in clinical records for new contagion, time delay making new infection or infection 242 

resolution likely) (Fig 3D). 27.2% (n=160) of cases had arguments for factors incriminating the 243 

preanalytical phase (discrepant results among samples collected by different health centers, 244 

inclusion of samples rarely positive as blood); and 25.3% (n=145) of the discrepant 245 

comparisons could be explained by analytical stochasticity in presence of low RNA loads (Ct 246 

value > 35 for the positive sample followed or preceded by a negative sample). No clear 247 

explanation could be identified for 1.9% (n=11) of the discrepancies (classified as “Unsolved”). 248 

For 8 of the unsolved situations, samples were submitted to our laboratory by external care 249 

centers or private laboratories and clinical records were thus not accessible.  No explanation 250 

for discrepancies could be found for 3 cases, despite the availability of full clinical 251 
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documentation. Moreover, short-term negative to positive transitions were compatible with 21 252 

nosocomial and 8 community-acquired infections based on clinical records (Table S3). 253 

 254 

Evolution of the discrepancy patterns across the epidemic period 255 

The pattern in transitions (negative result followed by a positive result or the reverse) among 256 

discrepancies evolved over the studied period of four months. In the first two months included 257 

in the analysis, which corresponds to the first two months of the epidemic in our region (12.02-258 

12.04.2020), 71.3% of negative to positive transitions were observed (n=154/216). 259 

Conversely, in the last two months (13.04-12.06.2020), 81.2% on the transitions went from a 260 

positive to a negative result (n=290/357), which contributed to the overall trend of 61.4% of 261 

positive to negative discrepancies (n = 352/573) (Figs. 3A and 3C). Such observation was 262 

expected and imputable to follow-up of resolving infections. 263 

 264 

Sustained RT-PCR positive results in patients 265 

Besides discrepancies, clinicians also investigated sustained positivity in patients. In our 266 

analysis, the longest time interval between two positive results from the same patient was of 267 

83 days (Figs. 4B and 5, please note that Fig. 4B describes the time interval between 268 

successive concordant positive analyses from the same patient while Fig. 5 considers the time 269 

interval from the first to the last positive sample of patient identified as long-time carriers). 270 

Considering the time interval between their first and the last positive result, we observed 32, 271 

11, and 3 patients with sustained positivity in samples taken over 30, 50 and 70 days apart, 272 

respectively. This observation questions the presence of active viral replication or only of viral 273 

traces left from the resolving infection. Indeed, the last sample of these long time carriers 274 

displayed a low viral loads with Ct values around 35 (corresponding to 3,800 copies/ml) in all 275 

but one notable exception (Fig. S2).   276 

 277 

Pairwise analyses highlight the consistency of SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR results 278 

Reports questioned early in the performance of RT-PCR for SARS-CoV-2 detection, which 279 

supported recommendations for repeated testing (17). Yet, in our dataset only 2.5% of the 280 

negative results obtained from an URT sample (n=733/29,714) were followed by an additional 281 

analysis in between 1h and 3 days after initial testing. In comparison, 0.6% of cases (28/4,451) 282 

of the positive results from URT samples were followed by a second analysis over the same 283 

time interval. Thus, if repeated testing remained limited, a negative result was still significantly 284 

more often challenged than a positive result by clinicians (Pearson's Chi-squared Test, p < 285 

0.001, OR = 4.0). 286 

  287 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 29, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.27.20162123doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.27.20162123
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


  
 

  10
 

An evaluation of the performance of the RT-PCR for SARS-CoV-2 detections based on 288 

samples collected over a short time interval showed a good level of negative and positive 289 

agreements. Indeed, an initial negative result on an URT sample was confirmed in 99.2% 290 

(243/245) of cases for patients tested twice on the same day (Table 1); both discrepancies 291 

could be explained by stochasticity since associated to high Ct values. Conversely, a first 292 

positive result was confirmed in 88.9% (24/27) of cases; two discrepancies could be explained 293 

by stochasticity too, while the third involved a positive nasopharyngeal swab and a negative 294 

throat swab, a sample site shown to be less sensitive for SARS-CoV-2 detection (18). As 295 

expected, agreement rates diminished with the time: concordance negative rate for URT 296 

samples switched from 99.2% for samples collected along the same day to 94.2% for samples 297 

collected in between 1-3 days. Respectively, the concordance positive agreement passed 298 

from 88.9% to 70.0%.  299 

 300 

Discussion 301 

This work presents the outcome of a homemade algorithm developed in response to the need 302 

for quality surveillance of SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCRs which throughput exceeded the ability to 303 

conduct manual biomedical validation for each sample. Applied to the 35,137 SARS-CoV-2 304 

RT-PCRs performed in our diagnostic laboratory from February 12 to June 12, 2020, the 305 

algorithm identified 3,214 patients owing multiple tests. These patients represented an 306 

opportunity for quality assessment of our analyses, but also required careful attention to 307 

investigate potential discrepancies. Among the 3,124 patients tested multiple times, we 308 

observed, supported by our in-house R algorithm, a majority (86.8%) of concordant results, 309 

mostly negative (96.8%). Conversely, the algorithm identified 422 patients with at least one 310 

pair of discrepant results. The algorithm solved 74.7% of the discrepant results thus 311 

dramatically reducing the number of cases (145) requiring biomedical investigations. 312 

Together, the clinical evolution of the disease (44.9%), preanalytical factors (27.9%) and 313 

stochasticity around the limit of detection (25.3%) were the most likely explanations retained 314 

by the automatic algorithm-based classification and the biomedical validation for the 573 315 

observed discrepancies. Only 1.4% of the cases remained unexplained because clinical 316 

records were not available. Despite availability of all records, 0.5% of the results remained 317 

unexplained.  318 

 319 

The natural evolution of the disease appeared as the main origin for discrepancies among 320 

repeated testing in our classification. Indeed the clinical context contributed to explain almost 321 

half (44.9%) of the discrepancies assessed by automatic resolution and manual investigation 322 

together. The positive to negative transition, compatible with a solved infection, was the most 323 

frequent pattern (61%). This is consistent with the studied period, which integrated the 324 
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development of the epidemic in our region and the transition phase where fewer cases 325 

occurred and the infection resolved in a majority of patients. The automatic algorithm classified 326 

all discrepancies between samples collected more than 10 days apart as related to the clinical 327 

evolution of the disease, in absence of any other putative explanation. This rule was designed 328 

to limit the need for manual review of discrepant cases that were not expected to be 329 

informative, but could have biased discrepancies classification toward this category. 330 

 331 

Preanalytical factors were incriminated in 27.9% of the observed discrepancies. Negative 332 

result from samples types rarely or never positive, such as blood and urine, was the most 333 

frequent explanation retained for these discrepancies (47.5%) (Table S2). Among the 334 

remaining 52.5% of discrepancies associated to preanalytical phase, 25.0% were due to the 335 

comparisons of two samples of different nature (i.e. an URT sample and a rectal swab). Both 336 

of these specimens presented over 5% of positivity in our dataset and thus were considered 337 

as samples with an interesting clinical yield. Yet, positivity in only one of the sampling site has 338 

already been reported (19). Thus, comparisons of distinct sample collection sites was 339 

considered in our assessment as a sufficient explanation for the observed discrepancy. The 340 

remaining 27.5% of the discrepancies, occurred after repeated collection of samples in less 341 

than 10 days but in different healthcare provider (Table S2). While only hypothetical, this 342 

classification suggests that the performance of sampling might rely on sampling technique and 343 

other preanalytical factors such as storage time and sampling conditions. Altogether, these 344 

preanalytical factors and the expected inconsistency of  viral shedding (20) in nasopharyngeal 345 

mucosa could contribute to explain the sub-optimal performance of nasopharyngeal swabs for 346 

SARS-CoV-2 detection reported in recent studies (7, 21). Furthermore, the attribution of most 347 

of the observed discrepancies to the preanalytical phase was in agreement with previous 348 

reports that described this testing phase as most frequent source of errors in general in clinical 349 

laboratories (22, 23).  350 

 351 

Stochasticity of the RT-PCR reaction, explaining 25.3% of the observed discrepancies, was 352 

the only source of disagreeing results directly related to the analytical phase. Stochasticity - 353 

here estimated at a Ct of 35 corresponding to 3,800 copies/ml - is expected in viral load near 354 

to the limit of detection. The clinical impact of these discrepancies could be limited since low 355 

viral loads are expected in the late course of the disease and when the infectivity might be 356 

diminished (10, 11, 24) . 357 

 358 

Based on repeated testing, our results support the good performance of RT-PCR in URT 359 

samples for SARS-CoV-2 detection. Former publications questioned the performance of such 360 

analyses (7, 25), and encouraged repeated testing by clinicians. The positive and negative 361 
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agreements of RT-PCR results among URT samples collected the same day were of 88.9% 362 

and 99.2% respectively. The positive concordance rate exhibited an important drop when 363 

samples were collected more than 1 day apart, with the lowest concordance agreement 364 

(33.3%) observed in a 4-6 days time delay. This might be explained by the clinical evolution 365 

of patients. Nevertheless, these positive agreement rates should be considered with caution, 366 

due to the small number of positive samples for which additional testing were requested (i.e. 367 

in a time interval of 4-6 days 468 negative samples were retested, while for positive samples 368 

only 21 were reanalyzed). In fact, patients were 4x times more often retested 1-72 hours after 369 

a first initial negative results (2.5%) than after a first positive result (0.6%) offering more 370 

opportunities to assess negative than positive agreement. 371 

 372 

A limitation of our quality surveillance methodology is that it leaves aside patients tested only 373 

once. However, repeated testing was recommended for results in disagreement with the 374 

clinical context. Thus, one can assume that most of the results of patients tested only once 375 

met clinical expectations, supporting the adequacy of the provided analyses. Furthermore, 376 

results quality was insured by a technical validation. Such validation relies on: i) positive and 377 

negative controls integrated to each run, ii) the use of two RT-PCR targets and iii) the per-378 

batch follow-up of the positivity rate; if a run would suddenly have a much higher rate of 379 

positivity would suggest a possible contamination problem with false positive. Additionally, the 380 

follow-up of the median quantity of virus was also used to identify a possible technical issue 381 

affecting the sensitivity. However, our work might be complemented by a systematic, unbiased 382 

repetition of analyses for quality purposes. Nevertheless, in the crisis we faced, the upfront 383 

repetition of analyses would have been impractical, and maybe even unethical, in a context of 384 

reagents and material shortage.  385 

 386 

Another limitation of our work is that while we intended to use an unbiased algorithm stable 387 

over time to investigate discrepancies in results, some of the applied criteria were partly 388 

arbitrary (e.g. the 10 days limit to consider discrepancies as expected due to the clinical 389 

evolution of the disease). Furthermore, our process consent the use of a single explanation 390 

for each observed discrepancy, while more could be applicable. While arguable, these choices 391 

were made to fit a strategy of quality monitoring. Indeed, the primary aim of the presented 392 

methodology was to attribute the observed discrepancies to the most likely explanation to 393 

focus on truly unexplainable and problematic cases. 394 

 395 

Clinical laboratory vulnerabilities during the COVID-19 pandemic were the subject of a recent 396 

publication by Lippi et al. (26). Our assessment overlaps with some of the preanalytical culprits 397 

identified by the authors such as specimen collection (see “detailed explanations” Tables S2 398 
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and S3). However, some other potential vulnerabilities were not considered as probable 399 

causes for discrepancies in our assessment, since they are covered by other pre-existing 400 

quality management procedures in our laboratory. For instance, our preanalytical team 401 

systematically rejects samples missing a patient identification. Moreover, in our laboratory, 402 

internal extraction controls and amplification controls are systematically included to detect 403 

samples that might contain interfering substances compromising the amplification (9).  404 

 405 

Repeated testing on identical samples is a recognized method for internal quality assurance, 406 

which can lead to the identification of systematic or sporadic vulnerabilities in microbiology 407 

laboratories (27). In the present quality monitoring, different samples from the same patient 408 

were compared, similarly to the “Delta check” routinely applied in clinical chemistry 409 

laboratories. However, microbiology laboratories present specific challenges due to the 410 

frequent occurrence of actual discrepant results drew by clinical evolution of the diseases, 411 

different sampling sites, robustness of the sampling procedure or stochasticity in presence of 412 

scarce DNA. These factors were considered by our monitoring tool to reduce the list of 413 

potentially problematic cases to 3 discrepant comparisons. Unfortunately, these 3 suspicious 414 

cases remained unaddressed at the time of this final analysis. If considered as erroneous 415 

results, 3  over the 35,349 analyses provided on the period of four months would be an 416 

acceptable error rate (0.01%), especially when compared to previous reports on error rates 417 

(0.1-9.3%) in medical laboratories data (28). Furthermore, similar cases would now, and 418 

thanks to our algorithm implemented in routine, lead to repetition of the analyses or feedback 419 

to the clinicians to obtain new samples. 420 

 421 

This is, to our knowledge, the first implementation in clinical microbiology of a quality monitor 422 

tool, similar to the “Delta check” used in clinical chemistry laboratories. We would recommend 423 

the implementation of a similar system for other laboratories facing the COVID-19 or other 424 

epidemic wave in order to help focusing on some specific results and to identify laboratory 425 

vulnerabilities. Furthermore, we hypothesized that similar longitudinal observation of results 426 

and algorithm-based selection of “cases to investigate” could also be applied to other high-427 

throughput microbiology laboratory assays, either by the implementation of ad-hoc software 428 

as presented here or by rules embedded in the LIS.  429 

 430 

This work emphasized the benefit of an automatic algorithm capable of finding discrepant 431 

results and attributing them to corresponding testing phases. This computer-aided 432 

methodology outlined that besides the expected evolution of the disease, most of discrepant 433 

results are compatible with preanalytical factors. Moreover, most of URT samples collected 434 

repeatedly in a short timeframe showed consistent results, displaying the good reproducibility 435 
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of the RT-PCR for SARS-CoV-2 detection. Application of this method for quality monitoring 436 

enabled to focus on problematic cases requiring biomedical expertise while maintaining an 437 

acceptable TAT.  438 
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Figures 536 

 537 

 538 

 539 

Figure 1. Daily number of SARS-CoV-2 qPCR assays. 35,137 analyses are represented 540 
here. Data are distributed according to their reception date. Blue bars represent samples for 541 
which RT-PCR results were negative (88%) while orange bars depict positive samples (12%). 542 
  543 
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 544 

 545 
Figure 2. SARS-CoV-2 analytical flowchart. An R-based script was used to identify patients 546 
with multiple, potentially discrepant, results (upper part of the chart) and therefore insure their 547 
surveillance. The algorithm processed further, discrepant results and a potential explanation 548 
for the observed discrepancy was attributed either automatically either manually (lower part of 549 
the chart and Fig. S1)  550 
  551 
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552 

Figure 3. Time laps between discrepant analyses, putative phase assignment and 553 
cumulative score. 573 pairwise comparisons are represented according to their date of 554 
reception and colored depending on the analytical phase which best explained the observed 555 
discrepancy. A and B. Before manual curation discrepancies were classified by the algorithm 556 
as “Preanalytical”, “Stochastic”, “Clinical evolution” and “To be investigated”. C and D. After 557 
manual curation comparisons previously categorized as “To be investigated” were re-assigned 558 
to the same categories or as “Unsolved”.  A and C. Time laps between discrepant analyses. 559 
Transitions from a negative to a positive result are represented in the positive side of x axe, 560 
while positive to negative transitions are plotted on the negative side. A. Before manual 561 
investigation. Only comparisons of samples taken less than 10 days apart required 562 
investigation since the “Clinical evolution” was otherwise assigned by default by the algorithm. 563 
C. After manual investigation. Short term discrepancies were mostly attributed to564 
“Preanalytical” factors and “Stochastic” phenomenon. Discrepant analyses putatively565 
explained by “Clinical evolution” of the disease was naturally retained for samples collected566 
within larger time interval. B and D. Cumulative score of discrepant analyses. B. 74.7% of567 
comparisons were solved and classified, while 25.3% were classified as “To be solved” and568 
needed further investigations. D. In a 90 days interval cumulative score shows that most569 
discrepancies could be explained by the “Clinical evolution” of the disease. Details on570 
discrepancies putative classification and phases are detailed in Materials and Methods571 
section.572 
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 573 

 Figure 4. Time laps between concordant analyses. Distribution of 4,366 pairwise 574 
concordant comparisons according to the sample reception date. A.  Concordantly negative 575 
comparisons for SARS-CoV-2 detection (n=4,116). B. Concordantly positive comparisons for 576 
SARS-CoV-2 detection (n=250). 577 
  578 
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 579 

Figure 5. Distribution of Ct values for patients with sustained RT-PCR positive results. 580 
This histogram represents the Ct value (maximal if more than 1) for SARS-CoV-2 detection 581 
by RT-PCR in the last positive sample of patients with sustained positivity in samples taken 582 
30 days apart or more.   583 
  584 
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Tables 585 

Table 1 586 

URT samples Same day 1-3 day 4-6 days 7-10 days 

 n = 272 n = 826 n = 489 n = 585 

     

Concordant Negative results 243 750 430 516 

Concordant Positive results 24 21 7 20 

Negative to Positive transition 2 46 38 28 

Positive to Negative transition 3 9 14 21 

     

Concordant negative agreement 99.2% 94.2% 91.9% 94.9% 

Concordant positive agreement 88.9% 70% 33.3% 48.8% 

 587 
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