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Abstract (63 words) 92 

 93 

Effective clinical and public health decision-making during a pandemic depends on 94 

reliable and interoperable clinical diagnostic test results. To ensure trustworthy outcomes, we 95 

need widely available and harmonized calibration standards on a shared scale. We present a 96 

'playbook' for an inter-laboratory harmonization study that calibrates any available standards 97 

against a limited-availability standard issued by a global authority like the World Health 98 

Organization (WHO). 99 

 100 

Main Text (1,250 words) 101 

What this is: 102 

As part of the global response to the COVID-19 pandemic1,2, various organizations 103 

rapidly made available a wide variety of standards and controls to develop, calibrate, and 104 

validate molecular diagnostics for SARS-CoV-2. Our Coronavirus Standards Working Group 105 

(CSWG)3 designed and conducted a “harmonization study” to establish the comparability of a 106 

set of these standards and controls (hereafter collectively referred to as ‘standards’). 107 

Harmonized standards can be used as a basis for meaningful quantitative comparability of test 108 

performance, and can underpin quantitative virology, therapeutic actions, and vaccinology. 109 

Harmonization balances the tension between the widespread need for standards and the limited 110 

availability of standards from global authorities. Our study is presented here in the form of a 111 

“playbook” as a recipe to conduct a robust harmonization study when it is needed again. 112 

We calibrated 8 widely available molecular standards to the rapidly developed World 113 

Health Organization (WHO) International Standard (IS)4, putting all the quantitative values of 114 

these standards on this common scale (Supplementary Table 1A). We recruited 14 115 

laboratories internationally to participate in a designed experiment to “value assign” the 116 
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standards on the scale (Figure 1A and B and Supplementary Table 1B). Our intent was for 117 

widely available harmonized standards to be part of the infrastructure to confidently deploy 118 

testing at scale. We prototyped a “proof-of-concept study” to test whether calibrating with the 119 

harmonized standards would yield comparable results when measuring clinical samples 120 

(Supplementary Figure 1).  121 

This interlaboratory study had the sole aim to establish the quantitative comparability of 122 

these widely available SARS-CoV-2 standards for molecular diagnostics. The study was not 123 

intended to be a comparison of tests or laboratories, a survey of test performance, or an 124 

evaluation of commutability.  125 

Why it matters: 126 

The pandemic response (including development of diagnostics) was based on best 127 

practices developed in the moment. We offer here a study design pre-positioned for a better 128 

response to emerging pathogens with pandemic potential. Harmonizing standards with this 129 

design will assure comparability of results from diagnostic tests5. Comparable results enable 130 

quantitative, systematic diagnostic virology to understand pathogenesis and rapidly integrate 131 

data across space and time. Understanding pathogenesis6 and transmission2,7-9 is critical for 132 

clinical and public health decision-making, and well-calibrated controls are essential for 133 

adjudicating accuracy of diagnostics, especially tests using new or nascent technology. We 134 

present and support this approach here for a viral pathogen but recognize that the principles 135 

would apply to non-viral pathogens.  136 

What we did: 137 

The study was coordinated by the Joint Initiative for Metrology in Biology, the convener 138 

of the CSWG3. The coordinating laboratory worked with the CSWG to design the study, develop 139 

a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP), and create a reporting template for the study. The 140 

 . CC-BY 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 October 6, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.05.24314949doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.05.24314949
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


7 
 

study design ensured that the results meaningfully represented the variety of standard materials 141 

and laboratories and their protocols (Figure 1A). The SOP ensured that we obtained results 142 

from a common experimental design that permitted assessment of variability (Supplement 1), 143 

and the template ensured consistent analysis of results (Supplementary Table 2 and 144 

Methods). We developed an open public web-based analysis package to transparently present 145 

and share results (Shiny App: https://msalit.shinyapps.io/RNAstudy/). 146 

We selected 8 widely available standards (including materials derived from inactivated 147 

virus, recombinant virus, and recombinant bacteriophage) that could be processed in the 148 

laboratory workflow as clinical specimens. We recruited 14 laboratories from different sectors 149 

(clinical, academic, public, commercial, and government) to each calibrate the standards to 150 

Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency (MHRA), formerly known as National 151 

Institute for Biological Standards and Control (NIBSC) 20/1464, the first WHO International 152 

Standard for SARS-CoV-2 RNA (WHO-IS) that defined the International Unit (IU, Figure 1C, 153 

Supplementary Table 1A). Our study design used 4 replicate serial dilutions of the IS across 6 154 

orders of magnitude, with 4 replicates of each dilution of the WHO-IS and each standard 155 

(Supplementary Figures 2A-K). After calibration of these 8 standards, they were harmonized 156 

to a common scale by their value assignment in IU.  157 

We operated a companion study to evaluate the hypothesis that the PCR tests 158 

calibrated with harmonized standards yield comparable results when measuring clinical samples 159 

(Supplementary Figure 1). We used pooled biobanked samples (15 pools including negative 160 

controls and clinical positives at 3 viral load levels), evaluated by a subset of laboratories (3 161 

laboratories using a total of 5 different assays) and two of the 8 standards.  162 

How it came out: 163 

Harmonization results: The 8 standards were all successfully value-assigned to a common, 164 

shared reference: the IU (Figure 1C and Results v. Nominal in analysis dashboard of the Shiny 165 
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app). The analysis dashboard also contains figures showing the measurement results for each 166 

standard by assay within lab for each of the 8 materials sortable by rank order or laboratory; 167 

deviations from median value for each assay; tabular results, and raw data.  168 

 169 

Proof-of-Concept results: Calibrating the assays with harmonized standards allowed us to 170 

compare results from different laboratories and tests on the clinical samples (Figure 2A). Each 171 

laboratory used its own experiment design, representing real-life testing where labs use different 172 

tests. This proof-of-concept experiment demonstrated the use of calibration to bring clinical 173 

sample results from disparate assay modalities (reverse transcription quantitative real time PCR 174 

(RT-qPCR) and reverse transcription digital PCR (RT-dPCR)) to the same scale, plotted on the 175 

same axis (Figure 2B). Critical analysis of these data and assessment of bias and variability is 176 

in the Supplement (Supplementary Figure 3A-C). Lessons learned from this experiment have 177 

been incorporated into the playbook recommendations. Results from these studies promise that 178 

test results can be aggregated across space-and-time for scientific knowledge development and 179 

public-health decision-making.  180 

What we learned: 181 

It is practical and possible to harmonize standards and controls early in an outbreak or 182 

pandemic by strategically bringing together a diverse set of specialists. A thoughtful study 183 

design supported by clear SOPs and consistent data reporting make harmonization possible. 184 

Our CSWG experience cultivated a community of practitioners working collectively to respond to 185 

a global emergency, fostering new fruitful collaborations.  186 

Our harmonization study and proof-of-concept study were conducted at different times, a 187 

year apart. We recommend that these studies be done simultaneously, with the same assays 188 

and lots of standards used in the harmonization. This improved design (see “playbook” in 189 
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Supplement 3) can be periodically repeated to maintain comparability as the pathogens, 190 

assays and tests, sampling, and standards evolve. 191 

The heterogeneity of laboratories, assays, and materials highlight the influence of these 192 

variables on test performance. The most significant artifacts we observed arose from standards 193 

developed from different materials. Full-genome inactivated virus standards and recombinant 194 

whole-virus samples behaved differently than the much smaller genomes with limited PCR 195 

target coverage of the bacteriophage materials. These different materials also had very different 196 

genome concentrations, requiring different dilution and handling in the lab. 197 

The study design permits robust estimates of measurement uncertainty. Such estimates 198 

promise the ability to propagate uncertainties in calibrated results. This design ensures broad 199 

applicability to the heterogeneous tests and materials deployed internationally. 200 

How to do it next time: 201 

It is inevitable that new pathogens (viral, bacterial, fungal or parasites) will emerge. The 202 

WHO provides guidance on preparing secondary standards to test for emerging pathogens10. 203 

Our experience with the harmonization study conducted by the CSWG for SARS-CoV-2 is 204 

captured and presented (Supplement 3) in a generalized Playbook for Harmonization of 205 

Standards to Calibrate Pathogen Molecular Diagnostics. 206 

Summary: 207 

 Both the harmonization and proof-of-concept studies demonstrate that it is possible to 208 

contribute to the standardization of measurement results for diagnostic laboratories through 209 

international and interdisciplinary cooperation. Our data provide a framework to break the glass 210 

when needed and rapidly harmonize molecular standards.  211 

  212 
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Figure Legends: 225 

Figure 1: (A) Molecular Standards Harmonization Study Design: Schematic representation of 226 

the Coronavirus Standards Working Group (CSWG) molecular standards harmonization study. 227 

Four identical aliquots of each of the secondary reference materials were shipped to the 14 228 

participating laboratories. The NIBSC code 20/146 WHO-IS was also shipped in 4 aliquots to 229 

benchmark the 8 secondary reference standards. (B) Box and whiskers represent median and 230 

interquartile ranges corresponding to the SARS-CoV-2 concentrations in IU, calibrated using the 231 

NIBSC 20/146 reference material. Each measurement represents a unique laboratory and 232 

assay, with the orange line spanning the median concentration across the different platforms 233 

and assays. Measurements are ordered from the lowest to highest extrapolated values. Data 234 

are summarized assuming each laboratory:assay are independent samples from the population. 235 

(C) Observed concentrations of each standard in log10 IU mL-1 versus the nominal value in log10 236 

genome copies mL-1. The error bars are 95% Confidence Intervals. The line represents the IS 237 

values for the international standard serial dilution. The line is the multiplicative factor of the IS 238 

value to copies, showing that this proportionality is consistent across the population of the 8 239 

standards. 240 

Figure 2: (A) Study design of a proof-of-concept application of the harmonized secondary 241 

reference materials to real clinical samples. 15 pools of biobanked samples (from 3 patients 242 

each) were aliquoted and shipped to three participating labs (Los Alamos National Laboratory 243 

(LANL), Biogazelle, and Biodesix), along with 3 calibrated standards representing the 3 classes: 244 

Inactivated virus: AcroMetrix/ThermoFisher Scientific, recombinant virus: AccuplexTM/LGC 245 

Clinical Diagnostics, and recombinant bacteriophage: Armored RNA Quant SARS-CoV-246 

2/Asuragen. Labs performed PCR using their described testing platforms and sent raw Cq or 247 

count data from their RT-qPCR or RT-dPCR platforms, respectively. (B) Harmonized 248 

measurements of viral load in 12 pooled clinical samples s01-s12: Calibrated measurements in 249 

clinical samples reported in IU mL-1. Pooled samples with different viral loads were measured by 250 
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different labs along with two calibrant materials: LGC Clinical Diagnostics, and AcroMetrix. Data 251 

is shown after calibration of the raw data from both qPCR and dPCR platforms (Supplementary 252 

Figure 3). 253 

 254 

Supplementary Figure 1: Calibration curves of each individual laboratory and assay using the 255 

6-step dilution curves of the NIBSC 20/146 reference material. All data (RT-qPCR and RT-256 

dPCR) have generated standard curves. Curve statistics are in Supplementary table 3. 257 

 258 

Supplementary Figure 2: Expanded Box and whiskers represent median and interquartile 259 

ranges corresponding to the SARS-CoV-2 concentrations in IU, as depicted in Figure 1B in 260 

different types of standards: inactivated virus (A), recombinant virus (B), and bacteriophage (C).  261 

 262 

Supplementary Figure 3: Raw Cq values from LANL (A) and Biogazelle (B), and raw counts 263 

from Biodesix (C) of the 15 pools of samples along with the secondary reference standards. 264 

Red points correspond to samples with undetectable amplification by PCR.  265 

 266 

 267 

 268 

 269 

 270 
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CLINICAL SAMPLES

MEDIUM POSITIVE

LOW POSITIVE

NEGATIVE

CLINICAL SAMPLES

S13 S14 S15

POOLED
CLINICAL SAMPLES* PARTICIPATING LABS

CLINICAL TESTS

S11 S12

S07 S08 S09 S10

S01 S02 S03

S04 S05 S06
INACTIVATED
VIRUS
 Thermo Fisher

CALIBRANTS

HARMONIZED CALIBRATION

RECOMBINANT 
VIRUS
 LGC SeraCare

DIGITAL PCR
 biodesix

qPCR
 LANL
 Biogazelle

HIGH POSITIVE

POOLING
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