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Comparison of testing results of 11 common biochemical indexes detected by 3 different methods”
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[ Abstract] Objective To analyze and compare the comparability of detecting results of 11 routine bio-
chemical indexes by 3 different testing systems. Methods The values of 11 routine biochemical items in pa-
tients’ serum were detected by three testing systems. The OLYMPUS AU2700 biochemical testing system
(X) served as the comparative method, while the Hitachi 7020 testing system (Y1) and CHEMIX-800 testing
system (Y2) as the experimental method. According to the NCCLS EP9-A2 files as the judgment criterion, 11
conventional biochemical indexes in fresh serum were detected, including total cholesterol, triacylglycerol,
ALT,glucose, creatinine, urea, uric acid, AST, y»-GGT, AKP and LDH, the relative deviation of different sys-
tems or system error at medical decisions level were analyzed by using regression method. Then the compara-
bility of the three different biochemical testing systems was investigated. Results The positive deviation for
detecting urea existed between the detecting system (Y1) and detecting system (Y2) with the detecting sys-
tem (X),which were 8. 4% and 10. 2% respectively,and difference was statistically significant and not com-
parble (P<C0. 05). The expected deviation of the other items in the two evaluation systems at the medical deci-
sion level were less than the laboratory acceptable deviation, which had the comparability with the comparative
system (P>>0.05). Conclusion The results of the 3 biochemical testing systems in this laboratory have good
comparability, while some items still have deviations. It is necessary to evaluate the clinical acceptability for
ensuring the comparability of detecting results when the same index is detected by different detecting system.

[Key words] laboratory techniques and procedures;reference standards;test comparison;deviation anal-

ysis;quality management

UTAFR BB A P BT B R W L I PRZ AN [R5 A S X TR — A 0 I A A 2 R — B
I O0F S g S 0 A5 A AU A R M TR R A ORI R I A G R A AR M R H AR

© ES TR R EHOR B % (863 T VE B H (2015AA021107) 5 3¢ 35 W% 1 B 2 B A TR H (SFGG-201330) 3 5 5 1 /K 1l
FREHOR RS 30 H (sl2d 2016081) . PR A7« 12 W (L080— ) . S 4F H T . -+ . 3 0 M9 I R 2 K Wy ey 5.



TREF 201952 A% A8 KEF 3 M 401
®1 3 MRWEZE LLARMNEE CVE(X)
CRIEEN ALT AST Glu TC TG Urea Cr UA ALP GGT LDH
X 3.56 1.19 1.79 1.89 0.92 1.58 2.58 3.55 4. 69 2.15 4.99
Y1 3.72 1.63 1.98 2. 64 0. 88 2.43 2.79 4.35 5.43 1.96 1.35
Y2 4.03 1.58 1.46 2.98 12 2.26 3. 14 2.99 3. 68 2.73 3. 89

Ry T 25 B N DR R 56 4 AR O 0 DR A 56 4 R 0 ]
SR TR DA BT TR 56 B A I o ) (s
2 S 5T RN BE ) Y R PSSR R RN A A S
5 25 B8 7 138 FH 2R D E — 25 B R T I PR AR 36 25 SR 1
LV M BRI PR G 56 45 SR 0 250 B A7 3 R M el ke
PEP LB E H DR R A T S BN R A 5 4 R
PVEAE AN AT B M Y R R 2 — e Tk
PRI . A I 0k BUA B I AR 38 L% 11 391 A
ARSI FE AR VR A E IR 2 B 43 IR 3 AN [R] A A
R AT R, o OLYMPUS AU2700 £ Il & 4t
b H 7 . CHEMIX-800 # Il & %5, HITACHI
7020 £ R S8 R R Ty ik AR SRR BaR 3 R
ARG Z AT E it BRI o8 45 SR GE T

1 #R5A%

1.1 MR RS (X): OLYMPUS AU2700 4
A sl AL 2 M A CH AR BAR B 0T ik X 2 410D s K T R 52
(YD) :HITACHI 7020 4 H sh 4 b #r 4 CH A< H 37
EHT AR A F D s R R 48 (Y2) : CHEMIX-800 4 H
HEAS TN A AR HRER AR ., BT LR 3 E
I 2R 48 24 Ok TR A D R e (R A g e v/F A R AR
JE T A B B D R T R AIE AR YROBIE 5T 4 RN 3%
6 56 32 78] 114 52 0 o 55035 P A ) ok 5 D e 5 7 1k ) B A%
YE S s oA A 50 3500 4 R R LV R R K AE R AN 2 Tt
A B2 A B I B 9% E RANDOX 23 A,

1.2 ik

12,1 fAfemiH 11 A4S E A S S E R
(TO) =B H W (TG) N 2 R 24 5L 7% B Bl (ALT) L5
ZjHE(Glw) JLEF (Cr) L JR & (Urea) \ JRER (UA) LK T]
KGR A I B (AST) | v-4 & WL B i (GGT) |
Bl PR R il CALP) (FLER W AU (LDHD .

1.2.2 Al 5w e e 2 i e ko (R
4582 I Lahdenpera # )\ M i 2 PFAl A 4% 19 43 B 22
FH /= 6:00 #lkim , 3 4E 1 h Wikikkgesh . 76 4 °C
HEE N H 5 3 000 r/min, B0 15 min, /MOEHE B
JZ LY & 5 1A AN [ v B A I 3 11 L R A T
DB F—80 CukFE & . K% AT % Bt RANDOX
IKAF- 2 Ay Joe 45 LT » 3% 22 I g 30 d. I ¥ R A 3% 22
Wi 7 d RL b A0 5 42 BE 4 5 DA /DN 21 R )
SE AR G T BE 4 5 R B /N 1 Iy oA N A L 9
Y R I A A . T vk B R AT RE B AILHE S 9D
2 S5 Y T A A %o E A2 I s AR ST S5 L 1 5
1.2.3  JRik o fivw 2250 A AN TRl 5 2 (OO B e

Pl )z B B 0 (L 1) A T 33 7™ 4% 4K 4l NCCLS EP9-
A2 ST AR . AW PR AR B A, X HUE
T 43S A BB r=0. 975, MR IG PR 1 iy L {Ak
BOR LIPS LM RIT TR (Y =bX+a)  f Xc ORI
T I IR Bs 2 e g 7K D i A% R L LTS
Y (RARSER 7 g M X (ST I R G iR 2 (SE)D ,
B SE=|Yc—Xc|. tHXH w25 385 #E R SEY =
(SE/Xc)X100%,

1.2.4 W RZES RO KR RSE 1/ER
X Rl R e 2 Fk il R GE 3 3 BIERN Y1 R Y2, 43 5
PEAT AR OG5 1 9 43 . 4% B8 NCCLS #4519 b o v 56
T b B 25 DAk S CEP9-A2) g 25K, A il
RGEZBIPIAHERE r A/NF 0,975, 0 R H w0 45
THREREAREE T AR T RSB AR S H
FRBE Il R 48 2 0] 1) 3R G0 1% 22 - SE I 3 I ok ) By A [)
LRI P RN = S I o o

1.2.5 IGRAWAl 20 iriRZEMRHE CLIA 88
FRUESEFT PEAL 45 G RG22 (SEYD /N T AR %
1) 50 %0 4 Rl PR 7T $2 32 /K -, CV (B 1k 3] 55 [ 55 B 2%
SR UERG B A TR 00 2R 4 1) 4 R U HL A T L
1.3 itz RA SPSS20. 0 A4t 73 #r .
Ik AR A 76 AN [v] o I 25 4958 1) A 000 245 SR Lb 3ok FH X ¢
K o ASBEFENE FH Spearman AH 5 18] J5 43 # 2 0 A2
) AH 2 P HE AT 4 BT, DL P<<0. 05 B2 581 % it 2
2 % R

2.1 HRMAFMKE®SE 11ARESHEE 3 M
WRERgH H [ CV LT 1/3 CLIA 88 fifiR 2. ik
F 9 [ B 2 d UL 2 BE (9. 900, B KL R 4
ARG 5 BE AT I R K, L6 1,

®2 FITRGESHMRSE 11 A EUTE R
BXREFFHER
Sl RGECYD Sl R (Y2)
TiH
[ 75 7 r [ )75 r

ALT  Y=1.053X-+0.396  0.998 3 Y=1.068X—0.648  0.9985
AST  Y=1117X—2.719  0.997 3 Y=1.087X—0.222  0.999 5
Glu Y=1.046X—0.148  0.998 3 Y=1.064X—0.357  0.996 7
TC Y=1.018X—0.079  0.999 2 Y=1.020X—0.220  0.993 7
TG Y=1.049X—0.024  0.997 9 Y=0.976X—0.024  0.998 5
Urea  Y=1.078X—0.024 0.995 1 Y=1.116X—0.117  0.999 2
Cr Y=1.049X—4.979  0.992 6 Y=1.013X+4.030  0.999 5
UA Y=1.041X—4.426  0.997 4 Y=0.985X—5.121  0.998 7
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ALP  Y=1.028X-+0.236  0.998 4 Y=1.038X+1.252  0.994 7

GGT Y=1111X—1.334  0.993 9 Y=1.062X—3.539  0.996 2
LDH Y=1.065X+0.861  0.997 4 Y=1.125X—4.987  0.992 8
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ALT(10%) (mmol/L)  X1=20 21.2 20. 8
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AST(mmol/L) X1=20 19.7 21. 4
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Glu(mmol/L) X1=2.8 2.8 2.6
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