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Introduction

Laboratory testing:

Aliquoting Labeling

Decap/recap Vortexing
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* To evaluate the performance of an automated
instrument, Copan UniVerse, for pre-analytical
processing of clinical samples

* To assess the potential workflow improvements

Verify '
sample ID

Multi-step process Accurate & precise Quality control Manual & Repetitive  Ergonomic issues

* Custom protocols are programmed on the UniVerse instrument for processing specific sample collection containers.

| UniVerse
Protocols under evaluation: - method

* Copan UTM tube with nasopharyngeal swab to Hologic Fusion lysis tube

* Oral saline gargle tube to Hologic Fusion lysis tube

* Clinical Copan UTM samples and saline gargle samples were each divided into two categories:

e Positive — inoculated with SARS-CoV-2 culture

n = 24 per sample type
* Negative — uninoculated (negative for SARS-CoV-2) (12 positive, 12 negative)

* Clinical samples were initially manual aliquoted into Hologic Fusion lysis tubes, followed
by processing on the UniVerse in a checkerboard format, and then all aliquoted samples
were tested using the Hologic Panther Fusion SARS-CoV-2 assay. PCR results from the UniVerse
method were compared with the manual method for accuracy.

Current manual methOd Figure 1. Workflow diagram for

manual and UniVerse processing

Results Conclusion
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Figure 2. SARS-CoV-2 NAT results comparison between samples
processed by the manual method and the UniVerse method.

* Clinical validation is ongoing
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