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Abstract

Objectives: No reference data are available on repositories
to measure precision of autoantibody assays. The scope of
this study was to document inter- and intra-run variations
of quantitative autoantibody assays based on a real-world
large international data set.
Methods: Members of the European Autoimmunity
Standardisation Initiative (EASI) group collected the data
of intra- and inter-run variability obtained with assays
quantifying 15 different autoantibodies in voluntary

participating laboratories from their country. We analyzed
the impact on the assay performances of the type of
immunoassay, the number of measurements used to
calculate the coefficient of variation (CVs), the nature and

the autoantibody level of the internal quality control (IQC).
Results: Data were obtained from 64 laboratories from 15
European countries between February and October 2021.
We analyzed 686 and 1,331 values of intra- and inter-run
CVs, respectively. Both CVs were significantly dependent
on: the method of immunoassay, the level of IQC with
higher imprecision observed when the antibody levels
were lower than 2-fold the threshold for positivity, and the
nature of the IQC with commercial IQCs having lower CVs
than patients-derived IQCs. Our analyses also show that
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the type of autoantibody has low impact on the assay’
performances and that 15 measurements are sufficient to
establish reliable intra- and inter-run variations.
Conclusions: This study provides for the first time an in-
ternational repository yielding values of intra- and inter-
run variation for quantitative autoantibody assays. These
data could be useful for ISO 15189 accreditation re-
quirements and will allow clinical diagnostic laboratories
to assure quality of patient results.

Keywords: immunoassay; inter-run variation; internal
quality control; intra-run variation; laboratory accredita-
tion; precision; quality assurance.

Introduction

Specialized autoimmunity laboratories face the crucial
problem of the lack of standardization mainly due to the
variability of the nature of the antigens and of the immu-
noglobulin conjugate used in the different immunoassays
available in the market. In addition, these latter assays,
such as the classical ELISA (enzyme-linked immunosor-
bent assay) or the more recently developed automated
methods FEIA (fluorescent-enzyme immunoassay), CLIA
(chemiluminescent immunoassay) or ALBIA (addressable
laser bead immunoassay), are using different methods of
detection, different positive threshold and different arbi-
trary units. Moreover, other parameters may influence the
precision’ performances of the autoantibody assays, such
as the autoantibody level and the nature of the samples
used for the verification experiments (i.e. “in house”
determination of the assays’ precision).

The ISO 15189 norm advocates the assessment of
several key parameters at the initiation of the accreditation
process and regularly afterwards to maintain the label.
Among these parameters included is the measurement
precision, i.e. the extent to which repeatedmeasurements of
the same sample give similar results, often expressed as
coefficient of variation (CV). This is extremely important for
detecting errors during the analytical phase and helps to
ensure day-to-day consistency of the process. Precision is
measured for repeatability conditions of measurement (also
called intra-run precision) and for reproducibility conditions
of measurement (also called inter-run precision) that in-
cludes different locations, operators, measuring systems or
procedures. These parameters need the use of internal
quality controls (IQC) samples that are measured several
times allowing the calculation of both intra- and inter-run
precision. These samples may be derived from patient’ sera
or plasma, or can be from commercial origin containing a

defined quantity of a certain autoantibody in a defined
physiological buffer. The commercial IQC samples may be
included in the commercial kits to assess the interval ranges
that should be used for the immediate validation of an
experiment, or either may be bought from various indepen-
dent companies and used for inter-laboratory comparisons.

Altogether, these parameters largely complicate the
analysis of the assays’ performances which have to be
obtained in the context of ISO 15189 accreditation [1]. Until
now no repository containing benchmark values for intra-
and inter-run CVs exists to help the laboratory pro-
fessionals considering the results of their autoantibody
assays as acceptable or not [2].

Hence, the interpretation of precision data obtained in
clinical diagnostic laboratories (CDL), remains challenging
in the field of autoimmunity. Contrary to other specialties
such as clinical chemistry [3, 4] or hematology [5], few
reference data have been proposed for autoantibody assays
and these values are not taking into account the different
parameters described above [6, 7]. To our knowledge, there
is only a one study that recently addressed the question of
the precision in autoantibody assays [8].

Considering the complexity of the field, the European
Autoimmunity Standardisation Initiative (EASI) has been
formed to harmonize autoantibody diagnostics [9]. The
objective of the present study was to establish an interna-
tional repository of data in autoimmunity that could be
used in routine practice and for the accreditation of CDL. A
large number of European CDL, predominantly associated
with members of the EASI community, were requested to
participate in a survey aiming to collect and analyze the
CVs of intra-run and inter-run precision routinely obtained
by several analytical methods quantifying 15 different au-
toantibodies. The results, obtained from 66 European
laboratories, allow the analysis of inter- and intra-run
variations of quantitative autoantibody assays according
to different parameters such as the type of immunoassay,
the number ofmeasurements used to calculate the CVs, the
nature and the autoantibody level of the IQC.

Materials and methods

Selection criteria of autoantibody assays

Fifteenquantitative autoantibody assays forwhich thequantitation isof
clinical relevance were included in the survey that comprised: IgG
and IgM isotypes of anti-beta two glycoprotein 1 (B2GP1) and anti-
cardiolipin (aCL) autoantibodies, IgG isotype of anti-myeloperoxidase
(MPO), anti-proteinase 3 (PR3), anti-glomerular basement membrane
(GBM), anti-double stranded-DNA (dsDNA), anti-thyroglobulin (TG),
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anti-thyroidperoxidase (TPO), anti-thyroid stimulating hormone re-
ceptor (TSH-R), anti-cyclic citrullinated peptides (CCP), IgG anti-
deaminated gliadin peptides (DGP), IgA anti-tissue transglutaminase
(tTG) autoantibodies and IgM isotype for rheumatoid factor (RF); the
latter, however, is also often measured by nephelometry/turbidimetry
and these assays are not specific for IgM isotype only [10].

Data collection

The survey was proposed to all EASI participant countries and the
study was performed from February to October 2021 by completing an
excel sheet using preformated columns containing drop down menu.
The collected data comprised of the name of the analyte; the type of
immunoassay; the number of values used for the CV calculation (<5,
5–15, 15–30 or >30 values); the level of the sample used as IQC ac-
cording to the positive threshold (low: <2-fold, medium: between two
and 5-fold, high: >5-fold) and its nature (patient sample prepared in
the CDL, assay manufacturer-related commercial control, or kit-
independent commercial control); and the results of intra- and inter-
run CVs completed in percentage. The survey table allowed entering
the data for each IQC used for the respective analyte. No specific
measurement was asked to be performed and only already obtained
data was shared.

Statistical analysis

Prior to analysis, CVs calculated from less than five measurements
were excluded. In addition, reported CVs below 0.1% or above 50%
were excluded.

Datawere analyzed according to the studied parameters (name of
the analyte, type of immunoassay, number of values used for the CV
calculation, level of the IQC, nature of IQC) by different statistical
analysis using Prism-GraphPad™ software. Descriptive data are given
using median and interquartile ranges in brackets (IQR [25–75%]).
Unpaired t-test, Mann–Whitney test and one-way ANOVA with mul-
tiple comparisons (Tukey’s multiple comparison test) were used. A

p-value less than 0.05 was considered significant. According to the
model used by some societies of Biochemistry [6], we calculated two
performance goals corresponding to the 90th percentile and the 50th
percentile (median) fromCVs distribution. The first target is the lowest
CV value reached by 90% of laboratories and the second by 50% of
laboratories. These performance goals were calculated for all studied
parameters.

Results

Data were collected from 64 laboratories from 15 European
countries: Austria (1 laboratory), Belgium (6 laboratories),
Croatia (6 laboratories), Estonia (4 laboratories), France
(7 laboratories), Germany (2 laboratories), Greece (1 labo-
ratory), Hungary (4 laboratories), Italy (16 laboratories),
Netherlands (6 laboratories), Norway (4 laboratories),
Spain (1 laboratory), Sweden (4 laboratories), Switzerland
(5 laboratories) and United Kingdom (1 laboratory) (Sup-
plementary Figure 1).

Altogether 2,354 values of CVs were collected, 686
values of intra-run CVs (4 values were excluded according
to the predefined criteria) and 1,331 values of inter-run CVs
(33 values excluded according to the predefined criteria).
Assays accredited according to the EN ISO 1589 accounts
for 60%of intra-run and 57%of inter-run CVs, respectively.

The number of CVs obtained for each analyte is
depicted in Figure 1. It varied from 14 to 69 and from 30 to
142 values per analyte for the CVs of intra-run and inter-run
precision, respectively. The highest numbers of collected
data were for RF for both intra-run CVs as well inter run
CVs. The lowest numbers of collected CVs were for anti-
TSH-R autoantibody assays.

Figure 1: Number of CV values analyzed according to the type of autoantibody.
RF, rheumatoid factor; adsDNA, anti-double stranded-DNA; aTG, anti-thyroglobulin; aTPO, anti-thyroidperoxidase; aTSH-R, anti-TSH-receptor;
aTTG, anti-tissue transglutaminase; aDPG IgG, IgG anti-deaminated peptide from gliadin; aB2GP1, anti-beta 2 glycoprotein 1 (IgG and IgM);
aCL, anti-cardiolipin (IgGand IgM); aCCP, anti-cyclic citrullinatedpeptides; aMPO, anti-myeloperoxidase; aPR3, anti-proteinase 3; aGBM, anti-
glomerular basement membrane.
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Impact of the type of immunoassay

The main types of immunoassays used by participants
were fluorescent-enzyme immunoassays (FEIA: 525 values,
34%), chemiluminescence (CLIA: 466 values, 30%),
enzyme linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA: 300 values,
19%), nephelometry/turbidimetry (101 values, 6%) and
addressable laser bead immunoassay (ALBIA: 72 values,
5%). Ninety-seven values (6%) were obtained from other
methods and represented each less than 1% of the reported
methods (comprising immunodot (13 values), radio-
immunoassays or immunocompetition). In total, the data
were obtained from 19 different immunoassays’ providers
(Supplementary Figure 1A and B).

Overall, significantly lower CV values of intra-run
(median and interquartiles: 2.4% [0.4–10]) and inter-run
(median: 3.3% [0.6–11]) precision were obtained with
immunoassays using nephelometry/turbidimetry as
compared to all other methods (except for CLIA and
ALBIA for intra-run CVs). Assays using CLIA had signifi-
cantly lower intra-run and inter-run precision (median:
3.5% [0.3–13] and 6.8% [0.04–25]) than the othermethods
except for ALBIA methods and nephelometry/turbidim-
etry (Figure 2A,B, respectively and Table 1). As a conse-
quence, we observed significant differences among the
performances at 90th and 50th percentiles according to
the type of immunoassay.

Impact of the number of measurements

We first analyzed the results of CVs according to the number
of measurements used for their determination (<5, 5–15, 15–
30 or >30 values) (Figure 3). Surprisingly, higher CVs were
observed when the number of measurements for intra-run
precision was between 5 and 15 as compared to the other
ranges (Figure 3A). However, no significant difference was
observed between the four groups (one-way ANOVA) when
considering inter-run CVs (Figure 3B).We then analyzed the
same impact on inter-run according to the methods and
observed significantly highest CVs when the number of
measurements was >30 for ALBIA and FEIA, whereas no
significant difference was observed for CLIA, ELISA and
nephelometry/turbidimetry (Figure 3C).

Impact of the levels of IQC

We next analyzed the impact of the analyte level of
the IQC positivity in relation to the positive threshold
(i.e., low: levels <2-fold the positive cut-off; medium: levels
comprised between two and 5-fold the positive cut-off; or
high: levels >5-fold the positive cut off) on the intra-run and
inter-run precisions (Table 2). For both parameters we
observed significantly lower CV values when the IQC was
high as compared to the values observedwhen the IQCwas
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Figure 2: Levels of intra-run (A) and inter-run CVs (B) according to the method of the immunoassays.
FEIA, fluorescent-enzyme immunoassay; CLIA, chemiluminescent immunoassay; ELISA, enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay; ALBIA,
addressable laser bead immunoassay. Only significant differences are shown. NS, p>0.05; *p<0.05, **p=0.01, ***p=0.001, ****p<0.0001
(one way Anova). Red lines indicate the median.
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low (intra-run: median of CVs: 3.7% [2.5–5.8] vs. 4.9% [3.2–
8.7], p=0.0002; inter-run: median of CVs: 7% [4.5–9.5] vs.
8.1% [5.4–11.2], p=0.0001 for high vs. low IQC, respec-
tively) (Figure 4). A significant difference was also
observed for the inter-run precision between low and me-
dium levels of IQC (p=0.01).

We then addressed the questionwhether the IQC levels
have the same impact on inter-run precision, according to
themethod of immunoanalysis. For CLIA, ELISA and FEIA,
we observed significantly higher imprecision for low IQC
level in comparison to medium (ELISA and FEIA) and high
IQC level (CLIA and FEIA) (Figure 4C).

Table : Description of intra-run and inter-run CVs results according to the methods.

ALBIA CLIA ELISA FEIA Immunodot Nephelometry/
turbidimetry

Other

Intra-run CV Number of values       

Minimum . . . . . . .
Maximum .      

Median . .  . . . 

% Percentile . . . . . . 

% Percentile .  . .  . 

% Percentile . .    . 

Inter-run CV Number of values       

Minimum  . . . . . 

Maximum       

Median . .   . . 

% Percentile . . . . . . .
% Percentile  .   . . 

% Percentile      . 

Bold values refer to the % (equivalent to the median) and % percentiles.
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Figure 3: CVs according to the number of measurements used to calculate (A) the intra-run CVs and (B) the inter-run CVs. (C) The impact of the
number of measurements for inter-run determination was also analyzed according to the methods (one way anova).
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Impact of the nature of IQC

We next analyzed the influence of the nature of the IQC on
the results of the intra and inter-run CVs. Significantly
higher values were observed if the IQC sample used for CV
calculation originated from patient’ sera or plasma, as
compared to an internal commercial control (comprised in
the reagent kit) for intra-run variation (median of CVs: 5.3%
[3.3–8.5], vs. 3.3% [2.2–4.8] p<0.0001), or to both internal
and external commercial (reagent-manufacturer-indepen-
dent commercial control) controls for intra and inter-run
variations (9% [6.8–12] vs. 6.8% [4.2–9] and 6.7% [5.1–9.6],
p<0.0001, respectively). No difference was observed be-
tween the two kinds of commercial IQC (Figure 5).

Precision according to the analyte

Wealso analyzed the data for each analyte, i.e., the specific
autoantibody quantified in the assays (Table 3). Overall,
very few differences of intra-run CVs were observed be-
tween the different analytes (Supplementary Figure 3A,
Supplementary Table 1). Intra-run CVs of RF assays (3.2%
[1.6–5.6]) were significantly lower than those observed for
anti-PR3 (6.1% [3.5–9.7]), aCL IgG (6% [3.5–7.8]), anti-
TSH-R (7.4% [5.2–9.6]) and anti-tTG-IgA (4.7% [3.4–8.1]).
Intra-run CVs for anti-TPO (2.9% [2.7–4.1]) were also lower
than those obtained for anti-TSH-R and anti-tTG-IgA
(Supplementary Figure 3A, Supplementary Table 1).
Larger differences were observed for the inter-run CVs
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Figure 4: Intra- (A) and inter-run (B) CVs considering IQC levels. (C) The impact of IQC analyte levels for inter-run determination was also
analyzed according to the methods (one way anova).
FEIA, fluorescent-enzyme immunoassay; CLIA, chemiluminescent immunoassay; ELISA, enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay; ALBIA,
addressable laser bead immunoassay Only significant differences are shown. *p<0.05, **p=0.01,***p=0.001. Red lines indicate the median.

Table : Ranges of inter-run CV values according to the levels of IQC and the method of analysis.

ALBIA CLIA ELISA FEIA Nephelometry/
turbidimetry

IQC Levels Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High

Number of values               

Median . . . . .   .  . . . . . 

% Percentile . . . . . . . .  .   . . .
% Percentile     . .     .  . . .
% Percentile              . 

Low, IQC levels inferior to  fold the positive cut-off; medium, IQC levels comprised between  and  fold the positive cut-off; high, IQC levels
superior to  fold the positive cut off. Bold values refer to the % (equivalent to the median) and % percentiles.
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(Supplementary Figure 3B, Supplementary Table 2). Over-
all, lower CVs were observed for RF assays (5.1% [2.5–7.8])
as compared to the majority of the other analytes (Sup-
plementary Table 2). Similarly, anti-TG (4.5% [3.1–7]) and
anti-TPO (5.3% [3.1–8]) assays exhibited lower intra-run CV
than a majority of the other analytes. To further explore
these differences, we analyzed the distribution of the
methods used for detecting these autoantibodies.Wenoted
that themost frequentmethodswere that of nephelometry/

turbidimetry for RF (61.6% of the laboratories) and CLIA for
anti-TG and anti-TPO (50 and 54.8% of laboratories,
respectively) (Supplementary Figure 4).

Discussion

The present work is the result of an unprecedented
collaboration between 64 Clinical Diagnostic Laboratories
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Figure 5: Intra- and inter-run CVs according to the nature of the IQC.
Red lines indicates the median of CV. Only significant differences are shown. ****p<0.0001.

Table : Performance goals of intra- and inter-run CVs per analyte corresponding to the th percentile and the th percentile (median) from
CVs distribution. The first target is the lowest CV value reached by % of laboratories and the second by % of laboratories.

Intra-run CV, % Inter-run CV, %

th percentile th percentile th percentile th percentile

aCL IgG . . . .
aCL IgM . . . .
aBGP IgG . . . .
aBGP IgM . . . .
adsDNA . . . .
aCCP IgG . . . .
RF .  . .
aGBM . . . .
aMPO . . . .
aPR . . . .
aTG . .  

aTPO .   .
aTSH-R . . . .
aTTG IgA . .  .
aDPG IgG . .  .

RF, rheumatoid factor; adsDNA, anti-double stranded-DNA; aTG, anti-thyroglobulin; aTPO, anti-thyroidperoxidase; aTSH-R, anti-TSH-receptor;
aTTG, anti-tissue transglutaminase; aDPG IgG, IgG anti-deaminated peptide fromgliadin; aBGP, anti-beta glycoprotein (IgG and IgM); aCL,
anti-cardiolipin (IgG and IgM); aCCP, anti-cyclic citrullinated peptides; aMPO, anti-myeloperoxidase; aPR, anti-proteinase ; aGBM, anti-
glomerular basement membrane; th per, th percentile; th per, th percentile.
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(CDL) specialized in autoimmunity diagnostic from 15 Eu-
ropean countries participating in the EASI group which
aims at the improvement and harmonization of the diag-
nostic in the field of autoimmunity [1]. Our first objective
was to establish a repository collecting performance pa-
rameters of the quantitative autoantibody immunoassays
to which specialized laboratories may refer to interpret
their verification results. Indeed, on the contrary to other
specialties such as clinical chemistry (data available
in some websites such as the Westgard, the European
Federation of Laboratory Medicine (EFLM) or QUALAB
websites), no benchmark data of intra and inter-run CVs
have been established for the quantitative autoantibody
assays. Only a recent national French study proposed the
first data in this field [8]. Thus, our results, comprising
more than 2,000 values collected from a large and inter-
national network of laboratories, represent a source of data
for the precision of immunoassays detecting and quanti-
fying 15 different autoantibodies. Every laboratory profes-
sional may now refer to these values to appreciate the
performances of these assays and evaluate their robustness
in their own laboratory. For this purpose, we propose two
performance goals corresponding to the 90th percentile
(lowest CV value reached by 90% of laboratories) and the
50th percentile (lowest CV value reached by 50% of labo-
ratories) (median) from CVs distribution [4].

Interestingly, the detailed analyses of this large
amount of collected data, was the impetus for the identi-
fication of crucial parameters which influence significantly
the performances of these assays. First, our results show
that the type of autoantibody has little or no impact on the
assays’ performances. Very few significant differences of
performance were observed between the 15 different au-
toantibodies, and the differences that were found were
merely correlated to the methods of immunoanalysis.
Notably, we underline RF for which performances are
influenced by the frequent use of nephelometry/turbi-
dimetry (representing more than 61% of the methods used
in our study). To our judgement, the second important
finding of our results is highlighted by the importance of
themethod in use in the precision of the assays. Among the
different methods assessed, significant lower intra- and
inter-run CVs were observed for nephelometry/turbidim-
etry andCLIA as compared to the others. The high precision
of these two methods is well known as they are routinely
used for analytes measured in clinical chemistry [11, 12].

In addition, our analysis reveals the important in-
fluence of the IQC characteristics in the results of preci-
sion experiments. IQC samples can originate from
different types of samples. They may be provided by the
manufacturer of the respective immunoassay. These

reagents may be lyophilized or ready to use without
dilution, and their reference values are usually provided
by the manufacturer to be used for acceptance of the re-
sults. Alternatively, IQCs may be bought from providers
other than the immunoassay manufacturer to ensure an
independent assessment of performance as recom-
mended [13–15], possibly requiring adapted dilutions on
similar conditions than the patient’samples. Lastly, the
CDL may use single or pooled anonymous patient sam-
ples. In the latter two situations the CDL has to determine
the target value of the respective IQC. Information about
the source of the respective controls in terms single pa-
tient derived or pooled material was, however, not
investigated in this study.

Our results show that both nature and the level of the
IQC significantly influence the results of the inter-run and
intra-run CVs, a finding which is in accordance with that
reported by the French study [8]. Indeed, significant lower
imprecisions are observed with commercial IQC than pa-
tient’ samples-derived IQC. This probably reflects the
impact of the presence of preservatives used for the stabi-
lization of commercial control samples, and also of the
matrix proteins and of the immunoglobulins that are pre-
sent in high concentrations in serum and may interfere
with the interaction of the antigen-specific autoantibodies
to their target. Moreover, controls included in commercial
assays are frequently ready to use and are not treated in
the same manner as patient samples that are diluted, thus
introducing a significant analytical bias. As a conse-
quence, they potentially provide a false measurement
acceptance limit. For all these reasons, commercial IQCs do
not provide the exact uncertainty of measurement that
occurs in patient’s samples. which is detrimental to the
interpretation of patient results. Notably, this is important
to interpret autoantibody level changes when they need to
be monitored to adapt the therapeutics (for example anti-
dsDNA in SLE, anti-PR3, anti-MPO in vasculitis or anti-GBM
in Goodpature syndrome). If the uncertainty of measure-
ment is calculated using a falsely low inter-run CV, the
change in autoantibody level may be wrongfully inter-
preted as significant and may result incorrect clinical and
therapeutic decisions. As previously recommended for
antinuclear antibodies assays [16], our results confirm the
need to use patients-derived IQC for quantitative autoan-
tibody immunoassays. In addition to the nature of IQC, our
large study confirms that the levels of positivity of the IQC
affect the precision, lower precision is observed when
values are below to 2-fold the positive threshold. This is
probably due to the non-Gaussian distribution of autoan-
tibody positivity in the population [17]. This borderline
positivity may be observed in patients samples and its
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clinical interpretation is challenging transforming a
negative to a positive result and impacting the patient
diagnosis and care. However, it is important to use an IQC
closest to the levels of the clinical decision, so the positive
threshold should take into account the calculated impre-
cision or a commentary to the physicians should be added
to the results within this zone of high analytical impreci-
sion, allowing appropriate interpretation of each patient
result. The recent proposition of use of specific likelihood
ratios for each assay may be a reliable way to circumvent
this obstacle [18, 19].

Our large study confirms that the number of mea-
surements used for the CV calculations had no significant
influence on the intra- and inter-run CVs of autoantibody
assays. Thus, this number may be moderate using only 10
to 15 measurements instead of 30 recommended by some
accreditation technical guidances, which are sufficient to
obtain reliable evaluation of the precision [8, 13]. These
findings could substantially reduce the financial cost in
achieving accreditation.

One limitation of our study is that most participating
laboratories are highly specialized expertise in autoim-
mune diagnostics. This might induce some bias in the re-
sults, however, the collected data were obtained from the
routine work up of the laboratories and no specific exper-
iments were done for the study. In addition, Italian labo-
ratories were somewhat over represented in the study
(16/64, 2.5%). However, we did not observe any significant
difference in terms of method distribution when we
excluded their data from the analysis (data not shown).

In conclusion, this study provides a repository of data
collected from a large number of different laboratories
across Europe yielding benchmark values of intra- and
inter-run variation for quantitative autoantibody assays,
data thatwere lacking until now to help CDL in applying for
ISO 15189 accreditation. Furthermore, our data reveals that
the main parameters that influence autoantibody assays
precision are the methods of detection/revelation, the na-
ture and the level of the IQC used for their assessment.
These data will allow CDL to assure quality of patient’ re-
sults. Highly reproducible laboratory results are crucial to
guarantee correct clinical interpretation of the results.

Acknowledgments: Participating centers: We thank all
physicians, biologists and scientists from the participating
DBL for sharing their data: Marie Senant Private Biomedical
Laboratory Cerballiance, Lisses, France; Laurence Guis-
Cabanne Private Biomedical Laboratory Biomnis-Eurofins,
Ivry, France; Georges Chyderiotis Laboratory Biomnis-
Eurofins Lyon, France; Pascale Ghillani-Dalbin, Laboratory

of Immunology, Hospital Pitie-Salpetriere, Paris, France;
Chantal Dumestre-Perard, Laboratory of Immunology, Uni-
versity Hospital of Grenoble, Grenoble, France; Marie-Agnès
Dragon-Durey, Laboratory of Immunology, Hospital
Georges Pompidou, Paris, France;Nicole Fabien, Laboratory
of Immunology, University Hospital of Lyon, France; Marie-
AlexandraAlyanakian, Laboratory of Immunology,Hospital
Necker Enfants Malades, Paris, France; Claudia Alpini,
Servizio Analisi Chimico-Cliniche, Fondazione IRCCS Poli-
clinico San Matteo,Pavia, Italy; Antonio Antico and Maria-
Piera Panozzo, Lab Analisi ULSS 4, Santorso (VI), Italy;
Gabriella Baldi, Laboratorio di Endocrinologia, Diparti-
mento di Medicina di Laboratorio, Ospedale Sacco, Polo
Universitario, ASST Fatebenefratelli Sacco, Milano, Italy;
Teresa Carbone, UOC Patologia Clinica, ASM, Matera, Ita-
ly;Sergio Finazzi, Laboratorio Analisi, ASST Ovest Milanese,
Legnano, Italy; Franco Franceschini, Dipartimento di Sci-
enze Cliniche e Sperimentali, Università di Brescia and
Reumatologia e Immunologia Clinica, ASST Spedali Civili,
Brescia, Italy; Nicoletta Gallo, Azienda Ospedaliera Uni-
versità di Padova, Dipartimento Strutturale Medicina di
Laboratorio, UOC Medicina di Laboratorio, Padova, Italy;
Emirena Garrafa and Duilio Brugnoni, Dipartimento di
Diagnostica di Laboratorio, ASST, Spedali Civili, Brescia,
Italy; Maria Infantino e Mariangela Manfredi, Laboratorio
Immunologia Allergologia, Dipartimento di Medicina di
Laboratorio, Ospedale San Giovanni di Dio Azienda, Usl
Toscana Centro, Firenze, Italy; Magda Marchese, Servizio di
Patologia Clinica, Ospedale Santa Maria Delle Grazie-Asl
Napoli two Nord, Napoli, Italy; Boaz Palterer and Paola
Parronchi, Dipartimento diMedicina Sperimentale e Clinica,
Università degli Studi di Firenze, Firenze, Italy; Giampaola
Pesce, Laboratorio Diagnostico di Autoimmunologia, IRCCS
Ospedale Policlinico San Martino, and Dipartimento di
Medicina Interna e specialità mediche (DIMI), Università di
Genova, Genova, Italy; Amelia Rigon, Luisa Arcarese and
Roberto Giacomelli, UOC di Immunologia Clinica e Reuma-
tologia, Università Campus Bio-Medico, Roma, Italy; Maria-
Cristina Sacchi, Laboratorio Analisi, Alessandria, Italy;
Michela Tonegato, Sara Ghisellini and Michela Boni, Labo-
ratorio Unico Provinciale Dipartimento Biotecnologie,
Trasfusionale e di Laboratorio, Azienda Ospedaliero-
Universitaria S. Anna, Cona (FE), Italy; Maria-Teresa Trevi-
san, Laboratorio, Ospedale G. Fracastoro, Verona, Italy;
DaniloVillalta, Allergologia e Immunologia clinica, Presidio
Ospedaliero S. Maria degli Angeli, Pordenone, Italy; Dr
Liaskos, Dr Patrikiou Laboratory of Rheumatology and
Clinical Immunology, University of Thessaly, Larissa,
Greece; Hristina Andreeva, Section of Protein, Allergy and
Immunology, Laboratory Medicine Department, Diagnostic
Clinic, University Hospital of North Norway, Tromsø,

Dragon-Durey et al.: European study of intra- and inter-run variations of autoantibody assays 1381



Norway; Carina Strøm, Section of Protein, Allergy and
Immunology, Laboratory Medicine Department, Diagnostic
Clinic, University Hospital of North Norway, Tromsø, Nor-
way; Sølvi Fagervik, Department of Laboratory Medicine,
Nordland Hospital Trust, Bodø, Norway; Christine Torsvik
Steinsvåg, Department for Immunology and Transfusion
medicine, Sørlandet sykehus HF, Kristiansand, Norway
Livia Bajelan, Autoantibodies Diagnostics, Section for
medical immunology, Department for immunology and
transfusion medicine, Oslo University Hospital, Nydalen,
Oslo, Norway; Noemie Taer, Section for Medical Immu-
nology, Department of Immunology and Transfusion Medi-
cine, Oslo University Hospital, Oslo, Norway; Kristine
Thomassen Berget, Department for immunology and trans-
fusion medicine, Sørlandet sykehus HF, Kristiansand, Nor-
way; Carolien Bonroy, Department of Diagnostic Sciences,
Ghent University; Department of Laboratory Medicine,
Ghent University Hospital, Ghent, Belgium; Xavier Bossuyt,
Department of Microbiology, Immunology and Trans-
plantation, KU Leuven, Belgium and Department of Labo-
ratory Medicine, University Hospitals Leuven, Belgium;
Sofie Schouwers, Department of Laboratory Medicine, GZA
Hospitals, Antwerp, Belgium; Laurence Lutteri, Department
of Clinical Chemistry, University Hospital Liège, Liège,
Belgium; Martine Vercammen, Department of Laboratory
Medicine, AZ Saint-Jan Hospital Bruges-Ostend, Bruges,
Belgium; Lieve Van Hoovels, Department of Laboratory
Medicine, OLV Aalst, Belgium; Ana Kozmar, Department of
Laboratory Diagnostics, University Hospital Center Zagreb,
Croatia; Lovorka Đerek, Clinical Department of Laboratory
Diagnostics, University Hospital Dubrava, Zagreb, Croatia;
Lora Dukić, Department of medical laboratory diagnostics,
University Hospital Sveti Duh, Zagreb, Croatia; Vedrana
Drvar, Clinical Department of Laboratory Diagnostics, Clin-
ical Hospital Center Rijeka, Croatia; Ines Šahinović, Clinical
Department of Laboratory Diagnostics, Clinical Hospital
Center Osijek, Croatia; Tímea Berki, Department of Immu-
nology and Biotechnology, University of Pécs, Medical
School, Pécs, Hungary; Eszter Nagy, National Institute of
Locomotor Diseases and Disabilities, Budapest and Depart-
ment of Laboratory Medicine, Semmelweis University,
Budapest, Hungary; Gábor Nagy and Péter Antal-Szalmás,
Department of Laboratory Medicine, Faculty of Medicine,
University of Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary; Zsuzsanna
Beleznay, Department of Laboratory Medicine, Semmelweis
University, Budapest, Hungary; Liisa Kuhi, Central Labora-
tory, Diagnostic Clinic, East Tallinn Central Hospital, Tal-
linn, Estonia; Maiga Mägi, Clinical Immunology
Department, Laboratory, North Estonia Medical Centre (SA
Põhja-Eesti Regionaalhaigla), Tallinn, Estonia;Maarit Veski,
Laboratory of Immunology, Central Laboratory, East Tallinn

Central Hospital (AS Ida-Tallinna Keskhaigla), Tallinn,
Estonia; Irina Golovljova, Laboratory, Tallinn Children´s
Hospital (SA Tallinna Lastehaigla), Tallinn, Estonia; Irina
Utenko, SYNLAB Eesti OÜ, Estonia; Thorsten Krieger, MVZ
Rheumatologie und Autoimmunmedizin GmbH, Hamburg,
Germany; Ulrich Sack, Medical Faculty, Institute of Clinical
Immunology, University Leipzig, Leipzig, Germany;
Manfred Herold, Rheumatology Laboratory, Department of
Internal Medicine II, Medical University of Innsbruck,
Innsbruck, Austria; Rille Pullerits, Department of Clinical
immunology, SahlgrenskaUniversity Hospital, Gothenburg,
Sweden; Rui Da Silva Rodrigues, Department of Clinical
Immunology, Karolinska University Hospital, Stockholm,
Sweden; Charlotte Dahle, Clinical Immunology, University
Hospital Linkoping, Sweden; Catharina Eriksson, Depart-
ment of Clinical Microbiology, Division of Infection and
Immunology, Umeå University, Umeå, Sweden; Hetty
Bontkes, Department of Clinical Chemistry, Amsterdam
UMC, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The
Netherlands; Jan Damoiseaux, Central Diagnostic Labora-
tory, Maastricht University Medical Center, Maastricht, The
Netherlands; Renate van der Molen, Laboratory of Medical
Immunology, Department of LaboratoryMedicine, Radboud
University Medical Center Nijmegen, Nijmegen, The
Netherlands; Henny Otten, Laboratory Translational
Immunology, University Medical Center Utrecht, Utrecht
University, Utrecht, The Netherlands; Caroline Roozendaal,
Department of Laboratory Medicine, University Medical
Center Groningen, University of Groningen, Groningen, The
Netherlands; Marco Schreurs, Department of Immunology,
Erasmus MC University Medical Centre Rotterdam, Rotter-
dam, The Netherlands; Vincent Aubert, Service of Immu-
nology and Allergology, Lausanne University Hospital,
Lausanne, Switzerland; Luca Bernasconi, Institute of Labo-
ratory Medicine, Kantonsspital Aarau, Aarau, Switzerland;
Pascale Bruyère-Cerdan, Laboratory of Clinical Immunology
and Allergy, University Hospital Geneva, Geneva,
Switzerland; Ingmar Heijnen, Medical Immunology, Labo-
ratory Medicine, University Hospital Basel, Basel,
Switzerland; Elisabeth Probst-Müller, Clinic of Immunology,
University Hospital Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland; Andrea
Griesmacher, Central Institute of Clinical and Chemical
Laboratory Diagnostics, University Hospital of Innsbruck,
Austria; Werner Klotz, Rheumatology Laboratory, Depart-
ment of Internal Medicine II, Medical University of Inns-
bruck, Innsbruck, Austria; Lorna Taylor, Department of
Immunology, Black Country Pathology Services, West Mid-
lands, United Kingdom.
Research funding: None declared.
Author contributions:Marie-Agnes Dragon-Durey collected
and analyzed the data with Marie Senant. All authors

1382 Dragon-Durey et al.: European study of intra- and inter-run variations of autoantibody assays



provided raw data for analyses by collecting data of the
national EASI teams, participated in the design of the
study, the drafting of themanuscript and provided approval
of the final submitted version. All authors have accepted
responsibility for the entire content of this manuscript and
approved its submission.
Competing interests:M-ADragon-Durey reports speaker fees
from Werfen outside the submitted work. N Bizzaro declares
lecture fees from Werfen/Inova and ThermoFisher outside
the present work. U Sack reports COI not related to this work:
lectures for Thermofisher. X Bossuyt reports COI not related
to thework: scientific advisory committeeWerfen and lecture
fee Thermo Fisher. L Musset reports COI as scientific advisor
Committee from Werfen and ThermoScientific not related
to the present work. M Lopez-Hos reports COI as scientific
advisor Committee from Werfen and ThermoScientific not
related to the present work. J Damoiseaux reports
consultancy fees from Werfen/Inova and ThermoFisher,
and speaker fees from ThermoFisher outside the submitted
work. M Senant, T Berki, C Bonroy, H Andreeva, D P
Bogdanos, C Eriksson, N. Fabien, I Heijnen, M Herold, C
Roozendaal, L Kuhi, T Sundic, L Taylor, A Tesija Kuna report
no competing interests to declare for this manuscript.
Informed consent: Not applicable.
Ethical approval: Not applicable.

References

1. Bizzaro N, Bossuyt X, Haapala AM, Shoenfeld Y, Sack U.
Accreditation in autoimmune diagnostic laboratories. A position
paper of the european autoimmunity standardisation initiative
(EASI). Autoimmun Rev 2016;16:81–6.

2. Mulder L, van der Molen R, Koelman C, van Leeuwen E, Roos A,
Damoiseaux J. Validation conform ISO-15189 of assays in the field
of autoimmunity: joint efforts in The Netherlands. AutoimmunRev
2018;17:513–7.

3. Ricos C, Alvarez V, Cava F, Garcia-Lario JV, Hernandez A,
Jimenez CV, et al. Current databases on biological variation: pros,
cons and progress. Scand J Clin Lab Invest 1999;59:491–500.

4. Vassault A, Grafmeyer D, de Graeve J, Cohen R, Beaudonnet A,
Bienvenu J. [Quality specifications and allowable standards for
validation ofmethods used in clinical biochemistry]. Ann Biol Clin
Paris 1999;57:685–95.

5. Vis JY, Huisman A. Verification and quality control of routine
hematology analyzers. Int J Lab Hematol 2016;38:100–9.

6. Westgard J. Westgard QC 2019. Available from: https://www.
westgard.com.

7. Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services. Clinical laboratory
improvement amendments of 1988 (clia) proficiency testing
regulations related to analytes and acceptable performance. Fed
Regist 2019;84:1536–67.

8. Senant M, Musset L, Chyderiotis G, Guis-Cabanne L,
Damoiseaux J, Fabien N, et al. Precision of autoantibody assays in
clinical diagnostic laboratories: what is the reality? Clin Biochem
2020;83:57–64.

9. Damoiseaux J, Olschowka N, Shoenfeld Y. EASI - european
autoimmunity standardisation initiative: facing the challenges
of diagnostics in autoimmunity. Clin Chem Lab Med 2018;56:
1620–3.

10. Sieghart D, Platzer A, Studenic P, Alasti F, Grundhuber M,
Swiniarski S, et al. Determination of autoantibody isotypes
increases the sensitivity of serodiagnostics in rheumatoid
arthritis. Front Immunol 2018;9:876.

11. Wang M, Li J, Huang Y, Chen T, Dong S, Zhang R, et al. Analytical
validation of the LiCA®high-sensitivity human thyroid stimulating
hormone assay. Clin Biochem 2022;101:42–9.

12. Benard C, Chauzeix J, Blancher A, Puissant-Lubrano B. Analytical
performances of SPAPLUS® turbidimeter for the quantification of
albumin and IgG in serum and cerebrospinal fluid. Clin Biochem
2016;49:828–31.

13. SH GTA 06. Guide technique d’accréditation: contrôle de qualité
en biologie médicale. COFRAC; 2012.

14. Kinns H, Pitkin S, Housley D, Freedman DB. Internal quality
control: best practice. J Clin Pathol 2013;66:1027–32.

15. CLSI. Statistical quality control for quantitative measurement
procedures: principles and definitions. Clinical and Laboratory
Standards Institute; 2016, C24-A4.

16. Bogaert L, Van den Bremt S, Schouwers S, Bossuyt X,
Van Hoovels L. Harmonizing by reducing inter-run variability:
performance evaluation of a quality assurance program for
antinuclear antibody detection by indirect immunofluorescence.
Clin Chem Lab Med 2019;57:990–8.

17. Sepe V, Eldridge S, Loviselli A, Cirillo R, Bottazzo GF. Definition
of cut-off points for autoantibody assays in cohorts of
healthy individuals. The sardinian school children-IDDM
(SSI) & newborn-IDDM (SNI) study groups. Lancet 1996;347:
693.

18. Sack U, Bossuyt X, Andreeva H, Antal-Szalmás P, Bizzaro N,
Bogdanos D, et al. Quality and best practice in medical
laboratories: specific requests for autoimmunity testing. Auto -
Immun Highlights 2020;11:12.

19. Bossuyt X, Damoiseaux J, Rasmussen N, van Paassen P,
Hellmich B, Baslund B, et al. Harmonization of antineutrophil
cytoplasmic antibodies (ANCA) testing by reporting test result-
specific likelihood ratios: position paper. Clin Chem Lab Med
2020;59:e35–9.

Supplementary Material: The online version of this article offers
supplementary material (https://doi.org/10.1515/cclm-2022-0411).

Dragon-Durey et al.: European study of intra- and inter-run variations of autoantibody assays 1383

https://www.westgard.com
https://www.westgard.com
https://doi.org/10.1515/cclm-2022-0411

	Repository of intra- and inter-run variations of quantitative autoantibody assays: a European multicenter study
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Selection criteria of autoantibody assays
	Data collection
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Impact of the type of immunoassay
	Impact of the number of measurements
	Impact of the levels of IQC
	Impact of the nature of IQC
	Precision according to the analyte

	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


