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 40 

Abstract 41 

Background: Interferon-gamma release assay (IGRA) has emerged as a useful tool in 42 

identifying latent tuberculosis infection (LTBI). This assay can be performed through testing 43 

platforms, such as QuantiFERON-TB Gold Plus (QFT®-Plus). This in vitro test has been 44 

incorporated by several guidelines worldwide and has recently been considered for the 45 

diagnosis of LTBI by the World Health Organization (WHO). The possibility of systematically 46 

implementing IGRAs such as QFT®-Plus in centers that perform LTBI screening has been 47 

accelerated by the decreased availability of tuberculin skin testing (TST) in several countries. 48 

Nevertheless, the process to implement IGRA testing in routine clinical care has many gaps. 49 

Methods: The study utilized the expertise acquired by the laboratory teams of the Regional 50 

Prospective Observational Research in Tuberculosis (RePORT)-Brazil consortium during 51 

study protocol implementation of LTBI screening of TB close contacts. Results: RePORT-52 

Brazil includes clinical research sites from Brazilian cities and is the largest multicenter cohort 53 

of TB close contacts to date in the country. Operational and logistical challenges faced during 54 

IGRA implementation in all four study laboratories are described, as well as the solutions that 55 

were developed and led to the successful establishment of IGRA testing in RePORT-Brazil. 56 

Conclusions: The problems identified and resolved in this study can assist laboratories 57 

implementing IGRAs, in addition to manufacturers of IGRAs providing effective technical 58 

support. This will facilitate the implementation of IGRA testing in countries with a high TB 59 

burden, such as Brazil. 60 

Keywords: Tuberculosis, IGRA, QuantiFERON-Plus, LTBI, Screening, Quality control.  61 

 62 

Importance 63 

The interferon-gamma release assay (IGRA) has emerged as a useful tool in identifying 64 

persons with latent tuberculosis infection (LTBI). Although the implementation of IGRAs is of 65 

utmost importance, to our knowledge, there is scarce information on identification of logistical 66 

and technical challenges of systematic screening of for LTBI on a large scale. Thus, the 67 

problems identified and resolved in this study can assist laboratories implementing IGRAs, in 68 

addition to manufacturers of IGRAs providing effective technical support. This will facilitate 69 

the implementation of IGRA testing in countries with a high TB burden, such as Brazil. 70 

 71 

 72 
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1 Introduction 73 

The World Health Organization (WHO) estimates that one quarter of the global 74 

population is infected with M. tuberculosis (Mtb) (1, 2). Most individuals exposed to Mtb who 75 

become infected are asymptomatic, referred to as latent tuberculosis infection (LTBI). 76 

Between 5 to 10% of individuals with LTBI, if not treated with tuberculosis preventive therapy 77 

(TPT), can progress to active tuberculosis (TB) during their lifetime (3, 4). Thus, diagnosis 78 

and treatment of LTBI is critical to reduce the incidence of active TB and control Mtb 79 

transmission.  80 

In several countries endemic for TB, such as Brazil, screening for LTBI has traditionally 81 

utilized the tuberculin skin test (TST), which consists in the intradermal inoculation of the TB-82 

purified protein derivative (PPD) and evaluation for cutaneous induration. However, this test 83 

has several limitations, such as false-positive reactions in persons with BCG vaccination or 84 

infection with non-tuberculosis mycobacteria, and false-negative reactions in persons with 85 

immune suppression (5, 6). Additional issues include the requirement for a return visit to 86 

assess the skin for induration within 48-72 hours after PPD inoculation, and the subjective 87 

interpretation of the dermal reaction (i.e., inter-reader variability) (7, 8). Recent scientific 88 

advances in molecular investigations allowed the isolation of Mtb-specific antigens that drive 89 

production of interferon-gamma (IFN-γ) by specific T-lymphocytes, enabling the development 90 

of more specific assays based on cellular recall responses, to identify LTBI (9, 10). 91 

The interferon-gamma release assay (IGRA) has emerged as a useful tool in 92 

identifying persons with LTBI. This assay can be performed through two distinct testing 93 

platforms, such as the enzyme-linked immunosorbent spot (ELISPOT) assay (T-SPOT.TB) 94 

or QuantiFERON-TB Gold Plus (QFT®-Plus). These in vitro tests have been incorporated into 95 

several guidelines worldwide and have recently been considered equivalent for the diagnosis 96 

of LTBI by the WHO (9, 10). Of note, both IGRA tests  have advantages over TST in several 97 

aspects, including: (i) they do not require a follow-up visit for obtaining results, and (ii) they 98 

use in vitro stimulation of cells from the peripheral blood with Mtb-derived ESAT-6 and CFP-99 

10 proteins, which are absent in the BCG vaccine as well as in most non-TB mycobacteria, 100 

resulting in a higher specificity (11–13). The advantages of the IGRA over the TST indicate 101 

that this immunoassay may be a reliable alternative.  On the other hand, the use of IGRA 102 

results on high costs, the necessity to be carried out in sites using good clinical and laboratory 103 

practices and well-trained technical personnel and available equipment’s.  104 

The advantages of the IGRA over the TST indicate that this immunoassay may be a 105 

reliable alternative to TST. The possibility of systematically implementing IGRAs such as 106 

QFT®-Plus in centers that perform LTBI screening has been accelerated by the decreased 107 

availability of TST in several countries, including Brazil (14). Implementation of QFT®-Plus in 108 

TB reference centers could facilitate screening, diagnosis, and treatment of LTBI, and thereby 109 

reduce the TB burden.  110 

Although the implementation of IGRAs is of utmost importance, to our knowledge, 111 

there is scarce information on identification of logistical and technical challenges of systematic 112 

screening of for LTBI on a large scale. The present study was designed to fill this gap and 113 

provide information that would improve the effectiveness and efficiency of IGRA-based LTBI 114 

screening. The operational and logistical challenges faced during IGRA implementation in all 115 
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four study laboratories are also described, as well as the solutions that were developed and 116 

which led to the successful establishment of IGRA testing in RePORT-Brazil.  117 

 118 

2 Material and Methods  119 

2.1 Study Design and Laboratory Sites 120 

The present investigation was an implementation study performed within a multicenter 121 

cohort study (RePORT-Brazil) between 2016 and 2019. It was conducted in five research 122 

centers located in four Brazilian cities: Fundação de Medicina Tropical Dr. Heitor Vieira 123 

Dourado (FMT-HVD) in Manaus-Amazonas, Instituto Brasileiro para Investigação da 124 

Tuberculose (IBIT) in Salvador-Bahia, Secretaria Municipal de Saúde de Duque de Caxias 125 

(SMS-DC) in Duque de Caxias-Rio de Janeiro, Instituto Nacional de Infectologia Evandro 126 

Chagas (INI) and Clínica da Família Rinaldo Delamare, Secretaria Municipal de Saúde do 127 

Rio de Janeiro (SMS-RJ) both in Rio de Janeiro-Rio de janeiro (15). The five health centers 128 

are located in 3 distinct regions of Brazil, with similar climate conditions (equatorial and 129 

tropical), temperature and humidity, showing range 19.9°C to 26.4°C and 77.2 to 85.1%, 130 

respectively. (16, 17). 131 

 132 

2.2 Maintenance and Biosafety of Laboratory Sites 133 

Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), Good Clinical Practice (GCP), Good Clinical 134 

Laboratory Practices (GCLP) and other trainings were carried out by the project staff prior to 135 

initiating the study. In addition, all sites provided up to date equipment maintenance 136 

certifications to ensure test quality and to minimize risks for laboratory technicians who 137 

processed biologicals daily.  138 

 139 

2.3 QuantiFERON-TB Gold Plus (QFT®-Plus) 140 

Initially QFT-TB Gold in Tube (QFT-GIT) was implemented into the laboratory routine 141 

of the RePORT-Brazil consortium, subsequently replaced by QFT®-Plus. Every laboratory 142 

received training on sample collection and processing by the QIAGEN corporation 143 

(Chatsworth, CA, USA). Supplementary Figure 1 summarizes QFT®-Plus steps. Briefly, 144 

venous blood for testing was collected in four tubes (Nil, TB1, TB2 and Mitogen) and 145 

incubated at 37ºC for 20h. After incubation, samples were stored at -20°C until the enzyme-146 

linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) was performed within 2 weeks. IFN-γ levels 147 

(international units per milliliter [IU/mL]) were quantified with a 4-point standard curve. QFT®-148 

Plus Analysis Software was used to generate the results according to the manufacturer’s 149 

recommendations (18). The software performed a quality control assessment of the assay, 150 

generated a standard curve, and provided quantitative (IU/mL) and qualitative (positive, 151 

negative, or indeterminate) results. 152 

 153 
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2.4 Laboratory data of the QFT®-Plus implementation process 154 

Laboratory information from the QFT®-Plus implementation process was evaluated by 155 

the teams from all RePORT-Brazil laboratories. Data were obtained from team training, 156 

equipment maintenance, and pre-analytical evaluations, such as: type of sample collection, 157 

place of sample collection and processing, tube identification (ID), transport quality control 158 

(types of transport, time and temperature of the samples), and presence of hemolysis, clots 159 

and volume of the samples, as well as qualitative results (number of positive, negative and 160 

indeterminate tests). All data were entered into the Research Electronic Data Capture 161 

(REDCap) platform, reviewed by data managers for quality control (QC), and subsequently 162 

approved for the study analyses. 163 

 164 

2.5 Descriptive and Statistical Analysis 165 

Descriptive analyses were performed to characterize the study labs and quality control 166 

measurements. Categorical variables were displayed as frequency and percentages and 167 

compared using a two-sided Pearson's chi-square test (Yate’s correction) or the Fisher's two-168 

tailed test in 2x3 or 2x2 tables, respectively. Continuous variables were displayed as median 169 

and interquartile ranges (IQR) and tested for Gaussian distribution using the D’Agostino-170 

Pearson test. Comparisons of values between two groups of data were performed using the 171 

Mann-Whitney U test. The Spearman rank correlation test was carried out to assess 172 

relationships between variables. Data analyses were performed using R (version 3.6.3), using 173 

Hmisc (version 4.4.1), compare Groups (version 4.4.3), ggplot2 (version 3.3.2) and ggcorrplot 174 

(version 0.1.3) R packages.  All analyses were prespecified. Differences with p-value <0.05 175 

were considered statistically significant.  176 

 177 

2.6 Ethical Approval 178 

The study was conducted according to the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki. 179 

The RePORT-Brazil protocol was approved by the institutional review boards at each study 180 

site and at Vanderbilt University Medical Center. In additional, the present study was 181 

submitted to and approved by the Ethical Committee at Instituto de Pesquisa Clínica Evandro 182 

Chagas, Fundação Oswaldo Cruz (FIOCRUZ), under the protocol registration number 183 

#688.067, Secretaria Municipal de Saude do Rio de Janeiro (SMS/RJ), under the protocol 184 

registration number #740.554, Hospital Universitario Clementino Fraga Filho, under the 185 

protocol registration number #852.519, Maternidade Climério de Oliveira (MCO), 186 

Universidade Federal do Bahia (UFBA), under the protocol registration number #723.168 and 187 

Fundação de Medicina Tropical Dr. Heitor Vieira Dourado (FMT-HVD), under the protocol 188 

registration number #807.595. The patients, parents or legal guardians read and signed the 189 

informed consent form prior to inclusion of the patients in the study. The study fulfills the 190 

principles of the Helsinki declaration and the 466/2012 resolution of the Brazilian National 191 

Health Council for research involving human participants. 192 

 193 

3 Results 194 
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3.1 Interferon-gamma release assay implementation  195 

The IGRA/QFT®-Plus implementation process started with the checklist provided by 196 

QIAGEN Corp. The four laboratories proceeded with the acquisition of equipment 197 

(micropipettes, 37C incubator, centrifuge, refrigerator, freezer -20C, microplate washer, 198 

microplate reader and computer), reagents (ultrapure dH2O and cleaning solutions), 199 

consumables (tips, microtubes and solution reservoir), QFT®-Plus Tube kit and QFT®-Plus 200 

ELISA kit. Subsequently, laboratory technicians took GCLP and were trained on the steps of 201 

collecting, transporting, incubating, and processing samples for laboratory tests. In addition, 202 

QFT®-Plus ELISA kit assays were performed, and a pilot test was carried out, with the 203 

objective of including improvement strategies to initiate the study protocol (Figure 1).  204 

During the IGRA implementation process, several gaps were identified, even after 205 

following all of the recommendations of the manufacturer of the QFT®-Plus assay. Initially, 206 

the laboratories identified problems related to acquisition of equipment, reagents, and 207 

consumables. The equipment had to be purchased through the sites, generating additional 208 

costs. Furthermore, the microplate washer had problems at the beginning of the ELISA 209 

assays, requiring corrective maintenance. QFT®-Plus Tube kits and QFT®-Plus ELISA kits 210 

were imported, which generated logistical problems regarding delivery to the sites. To resolve 211 

this problem, delivery of the QFT®-Plus Tubes and ELISA kits were directed to one of the 212 

clinical sites in Rio de Janeiro, which then distributed them to the other laboratories. 213 

 214 

3.2 Interferon-gamma release assay under routine conditions 215 

The five clinical sites started recruiting patients and collecting samples under routine 216 

conditions. Prior to starting, the collecting station was organized, accounting for the 217 

environment and the tubes to be used in the QFT®-Plus test. These tubes had to be stored 218 

between 4°C and 25°C and taken out for immediate use only. In addition, the tubes had to be 219 

collected in a specific order, following the manufacturer's recommendations, with the Nil tube 220 

being collected first, followed by the TB1, TB2 and Mitogen tubes. The tubes containing the 221 

samples went through a homogenization process that consisted of several inversions, where 222 

all the biological material had to come into contact with the inner surface of the tube (L-motion 223 

with exactly 10 inversions). Finally, QFT®-Plus Tubes was packed in boxes with temperatures 224 

ranging from 17°C to 27°C for transfer to the processing laboratory (Figure 2). 225 

After collection at the clinical sites, samples were transported to the four RePORT-226 

Brazil laboratories in two different settings, clustered in: Setup A: pertaining to sites 1 and 2, 227 

characterized by performing the collection and processing of samples in the same place, with 228 

the collection room and laboratory within the same site. Thus, the study staff responsible for 229 

collecting and organizing the samples could transport the samples to the laboratory, without 230 

requiring a vehicle (bicycle, motorcycle or car) (Figure 2A); Setup B: pertaining to sites 3, 4 231 

and 5, characterized by performing the collection and processing of samples in distinct places, 232 

with the need for transportation to the laboratory and thus greater demand for time, 233 

organization and attention so that there was no excessive tube vibration. This setup required 234 

a vehicle (bicycle, motorcycle or car) to transport samples (Figure 2B).  235 
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Upon arrival at the labs, samples had to pass a quality check regarding transport time, 236 

temperature, tube ID, volume evaluation and the presence of hemolysis or clots. Finally, the 237 

samples were processed, incubated at 37ºC for 20 hours, aliquots prepared, and the plasma 238 

samples frozen at -20ºC until the QFT®-Plus ELISA was performed. 239 

 240 

3.3 Interferon-gamma release assay results under routine conditions in two settings 241 

Figure 3 summarizes the IGRA/QFT®-Plus results under routine conditions in Setup 242 

A-B (Figure 3A) and sites 1-5 (Figure 3B) during the four-year study period (2016-2019). 243 

These results were obtained after the QFT®-Plus ELISA assays were performed by the teams 244 

at the sites. For this, the aliquots containing the samples were thawed and used only once. 245 

In addition to the recommendations indicated by the manufacturer, the laboratories underwent 246 

quality control with the results validated by an external laboratory. Setup B had a higher 247 

percentage of indeterminate results, mainly in the first years of implementation of QFT®-Plus. 248 

In addition, the number of samples changed over time for each setup, as follows: 2016 (Setup 249 

A = 190; Setup B = 173), 2017 (Setup A = 366; Setup B = 258), 2018 (Setup A = 505; Setup 250 

B = 471), 2019 (Setup A = 570; Setup B = 333). Also note that over the years of 251 

implementation, the indeterminate percentage tended to decrease. This could be associated 252 

with the learning process of site personnel. In addition, higher undetermined results were 253 

observed in Setup A in 2018 and 2019, specifically at site 1, which could be attributed to a 254 

greater number of tests performed in this setup and site.    255 

 256 

3.4 Non-conformities in Interferon-gamma release assay testing 257 

During the QFT®-Plus implementation process, several problems were detected, 258 

generating non-conformities, such as samples without an ID, transport with temperature 259 

outside the established standard (temperature deviation), sample leakage, and other issues 260 

(e.g. transport box change, coagulated samples, or a non-standard set of transport 261 

conditions). The proportion of non-conformities is shown in Figure 4. 262 

The temperature deviation and other non-conformities were noted particularly among 263 

Setup B sites (Supplementary Table 1) compared to Setup A in all analyzed years (p<0.001). 264 

These results were likely due to conditions related to the collection and transportation of 265 

samples, since Setup B required sample transport by vehicle.  In addition, these gaps 266 

generated learning opportunities for the teams, which over the years of implementation, 267 

decreased the proportion of reported non-conformities. Of note, Setup B also presented 268 

significantly higher occurrences of transport box change, coagulated samples, and lack of 269 

minimum transport conditions, characterized in the table as "Others" (p<0.001, 270 

Supplementary Table 1). 271 

 272 

3.5 Temperature deviation was the main non-conformity in Interferon-gamma 273 

release assays 274 
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Temperature deviation was the main non-conformity identified in our study. When the 275 

occurrence was observed over the quarters of the evaluated years, it occurred mainly in the 276 

months with the highest temperatures at the sites, such as spring and summer (3rd, 4th and 277 

1st quarter; Figure 5). There was a decrease in this non-conformity over the years of the study 278 

period. 279 

 280 

3.6 Dynamics of the time and temperature between collection and processing of 281 

Interferon-gamma release assay samples 282 

The distance between the collection site and the sample processing laboratory directly 283 

influenced the time and the temperature variation during transportation (Table 1). Setup A 284 

showed a significantly shorter time between sending and receiving the samples in all studied 285 

years (p<0.001), influencing the temperature variation (delta), which was also significantly 286 

less in comparison to Setup B (p<0.001).  287 

Setup A had higher temperature at the time of specimen shipment compared to Setup 288 

B, but both Setups had similar temperatures at the time of specimen receipt/arrival. (Figure 289 

6A, 6B). Although within the established standard, Setup A had a significantly higher 290 

temperature at the time of both shipment and receipt. Despite this, the temperature variation 291 

(Δ) was significantly greater in Setup B (Figure 6C). This can also be seen when analyzing 292 

the data by site (Supplementary Figure 2).  293 

Over the years of implementation, the variation in time between sending and receiving 294 

samples tended to decrease until 2018, then there was an increase in Δ in 2019. The 295 

decrease in time variation was possibly because study and transport became more efficient 296 

(collection, sending and processing) with the implementation of the test on the sites. Although 297 

we observed this increase in 2019, it is noteworthy that there was an increase in the number 298 

of samples analyzed that year.  299 

Finally, a correlation analysis was performed between the Δ (variation of receiving - 300 

sending) of time and temperature. In this analysis it was possible to note that the ΔºC was 301 

directly correlated with the Δ minutes (r = 0.37, p <0.001), and that this variation was 302 

particularly seen in Setup B (Figure 7). 303 

 304 

4 Discussion  305 

In the IGRA implementation process, gaps were identified mainly in the pre-analytical 306 

phase of the QFT®-Plus assay. The training of laboratory technicians without experience in 307 

sample collection, transporting and processing, with ELISA assays, was straight-forward and 308 

the learning curve was quick, despite pre-analytical errors identified after the start of the study. 309 

Pre-analytical errors have important implications for the reproducibility and accuracy of 310 

IGRAs, indicating the need to standardize the pre-analytical steps, as shown previously (19). 311 

The sites standardized the preventive maintenance process of the equipment, to minimize 312 

problems. The delivery of the QFT®-Plus Tubes and ELISA kits were directed to one of the 313 

clinical sites, which then distributed them to the other laboratories, mitigating import and 314 

logistic issues. The steps of collection, transport and processing of the samples started to be 315 
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monitored via Case Report Forms (CRFs). The lessons learned at this stage were important 316 

to create mechanisms for tracking non-conformities, It is noteworthy that the use of CRFs is 317 

indicated for monitoring non-conformities in clinical trials, however, they can also be used in 318 

routine laboratory conditions (20).  319 

The sample collection, transport, and processing settings (Setup A and B) in the study 320 

influenced the results of the QFT®-Plus. Setup B had a higher percentage of indeterminate 321 

and positive results, probably due to the longer time between the collection and processing 322 

of the samples, in addition to other variables evaluated here (e.g., temperature of transport, 323 

ID of the tubes, and packaging of the samples). It is important to ensure that, in the analytical 324 

phase, the laboratory technicians involved in these steps are comfortable with performing 325 

QFT®-Plus, including simple tasks such as controlling the temperature of the shipping boxes, 326 

identifying non-conformities, minimizing errors, and identifying problems in the results 327 

generated. It is recommended to include in the QFT®-Plus implementation planning a period 328 

of adaptation and short retraining, directed at the critical stages of sample collection, transport 329 

and processing, with the aim of gradually minimizing or eliminating non-conformities and pre-330 

analytical errors. This learning can assist in the quality control of test results and performance, 331 

since the reproducibility of IGRA can be influenced by these factors (21). 332 

Biological samples can have different performance or results with respect to the 333 

quantity of analytes used and based on this, we must seek the identification of points that 334 

cause variation of test results. The laboratory routine can have different components that can 335 

cause variability in results, such as different processing rates, variation in processing rates 336 

throughout the month, and variation of factors related to the environment (such as 337 

temperature) throughout the year (22).  338 

The reproducibility of the test results depends directly on the training of the team, since 339 

variation in the "operator" for the collection, homogenization and performance of the test can 340 

impact the result. Therefore, the standardization of quality control in the clinical and laboratory 341 

spheres is essential so that there are no significant effects on the result. In addition, structural 342 

variations between different laboratories can influence the proportion of indeterminate results 343 

(21, 23). 344 

With regard to immunological molecules that can be released and consumed quickly 345 

(in vitro), delays in the start of the incubation of study samples can interfere in the 346 

quantification of IFN-γ levels, leading to a decrease of up to 0.24 IU/mL after 6 hours (19, 21). 347 

Different incubation times, without a specific pattern, can possibly influence test results.  348 

Therefore, it is important to follow the manufacturer's guidelines (21, 23). The required 349 

quantity of final volume of biological sample must always be used, and it is not possible to 350 

use volumes smaller or larger than that recommended for the test. Due to the amount of 351 

“biological stimulus” available per tube, the amount of IFN-γ released at the end of the test 352 

may be affected by variation in the sample volume used (21, 24, 25).  353 

The expansion of the use of IGRAs, such as QFT®-Plus, must be well planned, with 354 

negotiations with the manufacturer regarding the logistics of delivery of the kits in areas with 355 

difficult access. In addition, the sample collection, transport, and processing settings must be 356 

evaluated, with the aim of mitigating errors that may interfere with the test results. Training of 357 

laboratory technicians is extremely important, and regular training develops a sense of 358 

responsibility towards reporting non-conformities and maintaining data quality after initial 359 

 . 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 August 10, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.10.21261605doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.10.21261605
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 
10 

implementation. Finally, we believe that some of the problems identified in this study can 360 

assist laboratories wishing to implement IGRAs, in addition to manufacturers of IGRAs 361 

providing effective technical support. These findings may facilitate the implementation of 362 

IGRA testing in countries with a high TB burden, such as Brazil. 363 
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 516 

12 Table and figures Caption 517 

Figure 1: Description of implementation of IGRA/QFT®-Plus in the study. The first step 518 

was to check if all equipment and reagents were available and in good condition.  Then, the 519 

team was trained to perform the test following Good Clinical Laboratory Practices and 520 

according to the manufacturer’s recommendations.  521 
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Figure 2: Two different conditions for IGRA/QFT®-Plus sample collection and 522 

processing in the study. A) Setup A: utilized by Sites 1 and 2 and characterized by 523 

performing the collection and processing of samples in the same place, without a vehicle. B) 524 

Setup B: utilized by Sites 3, 4 and 5, characterized by performing the collection and 525 

processing of samples in distinct places, and transportation of the samples by vehicle. 526 

Figure 3: Frequencies of IGRA/QFT®-Plus results in each Setup and Site stratified by 527 

year of the study. A) The sites are grouped by Setup A (purple rectangles, site 1 and 2) and 528 

Setup B (green rectangles, site 3, 4 and 5). B) Results stratified by site. 529 

Figure 4: Frequencies of conformities and non-conformities of samples in each Setup 530 

and Site stratified by year of the study. A) The sites are grouped by Setup A (purple 531 

rectangles, site 1 and 2) and Setup B (green rectangles, site 3, 4 and 5). B) Results stratified 532 

by site. 533 

Figure 5: Number of occurrences of the non-conformity “Temperature deviation” in 534 

each Setup and Site stratified by year in period of study. A) The sites are grouped by 535 

Setup A (purple rectangles, site 1 and 2) and Setup B (green rectangles, site 3, 4 and 5). B) 536 

Results stratified by site. Color of circles indicates the year of non-conformity register and the 537 

size is proportional to the number of occurrences. 538 

Figure 6: Dynamics of the temperature at the time of shipment and receipt of study 539 

samples, and the delta temperature variation over time in each Setup stratified by 540 

trimester and year during the study period. A) Average Temperature (°C) of sending 541 

samples calculated by trimester and year in each setup. B) Average Temperature (°C) of 542 

receiving samples calculated by trimester and year in each setup. C) The difference between 543 

receiving and sending temperature (Δ) was calculated for each trimester and year in each 544 

setup. Purple lines indicate Setup A and green lines indicate Setup B. The light green block 545 

indicates the limit accepted by the IGRA test manufacturer as acceptable for the storage and 546 

handling of the samples (17-27ºC). 547 

Figure 7: Correlation between delta temperature variation and delta time variation of 548 

study. Purple dots indicate Setup A and green dots indicate Setup B. 549 

 550 

Table 1: Time and temperature quality control measurements by year in period of study. 551 
*Setup A: contains Site 1 and 2, characterized by performing the collection and processing of 552 

samples in the same place. Setup B: contains Site 3, 4 and 5. It is characterized by performing 553 

the collection and processing of samples in distinct place; #Data were compared between the 554 

setups using the Mann-Whitney U test. Bold and italic font indicates statistical significance. 555 

¥The number of samples changes overtime for each Setup, as follow: 2016 (A = 190; B = 556 

173), 2017 (A = 366; B = 258), 2018 (A = 505; B = 471), 2019 (A = 570; B = 333). £Data are 557 

shown as median and interquartile range (IQR). 558 

 559 
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Table 1: Time and temperature quality control measurements by year in period of study. 

Parameters  Year Setup A* Setup B p-value# 

Time between sending vs 
receiving, median [IQR]£ 

2016¥ 
55.8 

[20.1-75.1] 
140.0 

[102.0-176.0] < 0.001 

2017 58.7 
[22.2-82.8] 

121.0 
[83.5-155.0] < 0.001 

2018 61.8 
[25.1-90.1] 

89.0 
[29.0-164.0] 

< 0.001 

2019 
49.5 

[20.1-66.1] 
135.0 

[96.0-171.0] < 0.001 

Temperature °C (sending 
samples), median [IQR] 

2016 19.6 
[18.1-21.2] 

17.8 
[16.0-19.1] < 0.001 

2017 21.9 
[19.6-24.1] 

18.0 
[16.0-19.5] < 0.001 

2018 
21.5 

[19.3-23.8] 
18.3 

[16.8-19.8] < 0.001 

2019 20.6 
[19.0-22.2] 

18.1 
[16.6-19.2] < 0.001 

Temperature °C (receiving 
samples), median [IQR] 

2016 20.1 
[18.8-21.4] 

19.6 
[17.9-21.6] 

< 0.001 

2017 22.1 
[20.6-24.1] 

20.7 
[19.5-22.9] 

< 0.001 

2018 
21.9 

[20.0-23.9] 
20.4 

[18.6-22.9] < 0.001 

2019 20.7 
[19.5-22.1] 

20.5 
[18.9-22.6] < 0.001 

Delta Temperature °C 
(receiving x sending, median 
[IQR] 

2016 0.54 
[0.0-0.8] 

1.82 
[0.0-3.7] 

< 0.001 

2017 
0.26 

[0.0-0.1] 
2.72 

[1.2-4.1] < 0.001 

2018 
0.37 

[0.0-0.4] 
2.06 

[0.9-4.1] < 0.001 

2019 0.15 
[0.0-0.2] 

2.35 
[1.1-4.3] < 0.001 

*Setup A: contains Site 1 and 2, characterized by performing the collection and processing of samples in the same 
place. Setup B: contains Site 3, 4 and 5. It is characterized by performing the collection and processing of samples 
in distinct place; #Data were compared between the setups using the Mann-Whitney U test. Bold and italic font 
indicates statistical significance. ¥The number of samples changes overtime for each Setup, as follow: 2016 (A = 
190; B = 173), 2017 (A = 366; B = 258), 2018 (A = 505; B = 471), 2019 (A = 570; B = 333). £Data are shown as 
median and interquartile range (IQR). 
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