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CHAPTER-01 

 
Foreword 

 
In the ever-evolving field of medical laboratory sciences, the ISO 15189:2022 standard was 

introduced with high expectations, promising to elevate the landscape of laboratory 

accreditation to new heights of excellence. It was envisioned as a robust framework designed 

to enhance both the competence and quality of laboratory operations across the globe. This 

standard aimed to be a cornerstone, ensuring laboratories could achieve the highest levels of 

accuracy, reliability, and compliance. However, a thorough and meticulous examination reveals 

that the reality falls considerably short of these lofty aspirations. 

 

The critical insights provided in the forthcoming analysis, "Exposing Deficiencies in ISO 

15189:2022: Why It Falls Short of Ensuring Laboratory Competence," stem from an extensive 

review backed by over two decades of hands-on experience in the realm of medical laboratory 

quality. This report systematically dissects the standard, revealing that its current framework, 

while comprehensive in intent, harbors fundamental flaws and ambiguities that undermine its 

very purpose. From the generic application of modal verbs that cloud interpretative clarity to 

the broad hypothetical requirements that skew practical application, ISO 15189:2022 struggles 

under the weight of its inconsistencies. 

 

Each chapter of this detailed analysis delves into specific clauses of the standard—Clause 4 

through Clause 8—highlighting critical deficiencies that range from the lack of specificity in 

operational guidance to the inadequate detailing in documentation requirements. These 

deficiencies not only jeopardize the integrity and compliance of laboratory operations but also 

question the standard's efficacy in fostering true competence. 

 

The purpose of this foreword, and indeed the analysis it precedes, is to catalyze a re-evaluation 

of ISO 15189:2022. It is an urgent call to the ISO technical committee and stakeholders in the 

global healthcare landscape to revisit and revise the standard. The aim is not merely to critique 

but to constructively offer insights that could bridge the current gaps, thereby refining the 

standard to better serve its intended role amidst the complexities of modern medical 

laboratories. 

 

We cannot continue writing quality standards that fail to ensure quality or address competence. 

We need to change our standard-writing methodology because the purpose of the standard is 

crucial. The current approach often results in ambiguity, redundancy, and impracticality, which 

hinders effective implementation and compliance. It is imperative that we shift our focus 

towards creating standards that are clear, specific, and based on validated, implementable 

practices. By emphasizing best practices and ensuring that quality requirements are not 

compromised due to resource limitations, we can maintain uniformity and high standards 

across all laboratories. Additionally, the standard should be user-centric, providing practical 

guidance and motivating users to adopt and follow it confidently. Clear requirements and 

objective evidence criteria are essential to minimize discrepancies during conformity 

assessments. Furthermore, incorporating a robust feedback mechanism will ensure that the 

standard evolves continuously, addressing user concerns and enhancing its relevance and 

effectiveness. This comprehensive approach will not only improve the quality and competence 
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of medical laboratory operations but also foster trust and confidence among all stakeholders 

involved. 

 

The need for this review stems from the observable disconnect between the theoretical ideals 

of ISO 15189:2022 and its practical implementations, which have shown significant disparities 

in enhancing laboratory competence. As such, this report does not only critique but also 

provides a roadmap for potential amendments that could make ISO 15189:2022 a true beacon 

of laboratory excellence. 

 

In closing, the importance of this analysis cannot be overstated. It provides a critical, expert-

led perspective that challenges the status quo, urging a comprehensive overhaul of a standard 

that holds profound implications for health care quality worldwide. By addressing these issues, 

we can ensure that the ISO 15189 standard fully realizes its potential to significantly elevate 

the standards of laboratory practices globally. 
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CHAPTER-02 
 

 

The Influence of Modal Verbs on Clarity and Consistency: A Critical 

Evaluation of ISO 15189:2022 Language and Standardization Issues 

 

 

ARTICLE 
 
ISO 15189:2022 is designed to ensure the quality and competence of medical laboratories. 

However, the effectiveness of any standard is contingent upon the clarity and precision of its 

language. This article critically evaluates the language used in ISO 15189:2022, focusing on 

the use of modal verbs and other linguistic elements that may affect the uniformity and 

reliability of laboratory practices. 

 

Language and Interpretability Issues 
One of the fundamental issues with ISO 15189:2022 lies in its use of language that leads to 

varied interpretations. Terms such as "range of laboratory activities" are inherently vague, 

allowing for subjective interpretation across different laboratories. This variability can 

undermine the standard’s goal of uniformity, potentially affecting the quality of laboratory 

services and patient safety. 

 

Proposed Improvement 
The standard should specify what is meant by "range" with examples and establish criteria for 

inclusion. This clarification would help ensure that all laboratories adhere to a uniform scope 

of activities, reducing discrepancies in service quality. 

 

Objective Clarity in Standard Elements 
The absence of clear objectives for each element of the standard is a significant oversight. 

Without explicit objectives, users may not fully grasp the intent behind each requirement, 

leading to misapplications or neglect of certain aspects of the standard. 

 

Proposed Improvement 
Each clause should begin with a clearly stated objective that explains its purpose and relevance. 

For example, the section on notifying authorized persons when critical results are identified 

should explicitly state its objective to "ensure timely communication of critical results to reduce 

the risk of harm to patients." 

 

Variability in Directive Language 
The standard's use of modal verbs such as "shall," "should," "may," and "can" introduces a level 

of ambiguity. These terms denote different levels of obligation, which may lead to varying 

degrees of adherence to the guidelines set by the standard. For instance, the clause on the use 

of third-party Internal Quality Control (IQC) materials suggests that it "should" be considered, 

which implies a recommendation rather than a requirement. 

 

Proposed Improvement 
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This clause could be revised to state "shall" to convey a mandatory action, thereby promoting 

a higher level of uniformity in practices across laboratories. 

 

 

Impact of Ambiguity on Quality 
The variability in directive language, particularly with the use of modal verbs, has the potential 

to create inconsistencies in laboratory practices. This article has highlighted how different 

interpretations of the same standard can lead to disparities in how laboratories execute these 

standards, impacting the reliability and quality of laboratory services. 

 

Conclusion 
To enhance the effectiveness of ISO 15189:2022, it is crucial to address the deficiencies in its 

language. Clear, unambiguous language that delineates recommendations from requirements is 

essential for maintaining uniformity and reliability in laboratory quality control. By making 

the suggested changes, ISO can ensure that the standard not only sets the framework for 

laboratory competence but also provides a robust guideline that laboratories worldwide can 

uniformly implement. 
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CHAPTER-2A 
 

The Influence of Modal Verbs on Clarity and Consistency: A Critical 

Evaluation of ISO 15189:2022 Language and Standardization Issues 

 

ANALYSIS 
 

Language and Interpretability 

 
Standard should be written in a language that standard should be self-explanatory and its 

interpretation should not vary from person to person: 

1. Self-explanatory language, leading to varied interpretations of the standard. 

Inadequacy: If the standard's language is subject to varied interpretations, it undermines the 

uniformity and consistency in its application. A standard that is not clear can lead to 

inconsistent practices among medical laboratories, potentially affecting the quality of 

laboratory services and patient safety.  

For instance: 

 

Example: Clause 5.3.1 states, "The laboratory shall specify and document the range of 

laboratory activities...” 

Justification: The term "range of laboratory activities" can be vague. What constitutes the 

"range" may differ between laboratories and could lead to non-uniform practices. 

Improvement: Specify what is meant by "range" with examples and establish criteria for 

inclusion. This could be detailed with a definition or a dedicated explanatory section within the 

standard 

 

Objectives for Standard Elements 

 
All standard elements should have an objective so that user can understand the application and 

objective of the requirement 

2. The second deficiency you've noted is the absence of clear objectives for each element 

of the standard, which would aid users in understanding its application. 

Inadequacy: Without explicit objectives, users may not fully grasp the intent behind each 

requirement, which could lead to misapplication or neglect of certain aspects of the standard. 

This could compromise the quality management system's effectiveness and the overall 

performance of the laboratory. 

 

Example: Clause 7.4.1.3 mentions the procedure for notifying the user or other authorized 

person when critical results are identified. 

Justification: While it implies the objective is prompt and effective communication, it doesn't 

state the objective explicitly, which is crucial for understanding why this procedure is 

important. 

Improvement: Include an objective at the beginning of each section. For Clause 7.4.1.3, the 

objective might be, "To ensure timely communication of critical results to reduce the risk of 

harm to patients and ensure prompt clinical action." 
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Observations on the Use of Modal Verbs in ISO 15189:2022 and the Impact 

on Uniformity of Practices 

 

Deficiency in Terminology and Uniformity 

 
Variability in Directive Language: 

In ISO 15189:2022, the usage of modal verbs such as "shall," "should," "may," and "can" 

introduces a level of ambiguity that affects the uniformity of practices among laboratories. 

Specifically, the terms "shall" and "should" denote different levels of obligation, which may 

lead to varying degrees of adherence to the guidelines set by the standard. 

 

Clause 7.3.7.2 Internal Quality Control (IQC) 

 
A Case Study: 

Clause 7.3.7.2 of ISO 15189:2022 discusses Internal Quality Control (IQC) and states, "The 

use of third-party IQC material should be considered, either as an alternative to, or in addition 

to, control material supplied by the reagent or instrument manufacturer”. 

 

Justification 

The use of "should" here implies a recommendation rather than a requirement, which can lead 

laboratories to treat third-party IQC material as optional. This choice may impact the 

comparability of quality control measures across different laboratories, as some may opt to use 

third-party materials while others may not. 

 

Improvement Suggestion 
This clause could be revised to "The use of third-party IQC material shall be considered, either 

as an alternative to, or in addition to, control material supplied by the reagent or instrument 

manufacturer." By changing "should" to "shall," the standard would convey a requirement, 

promoting a higher level of uniformity in practices. 

 

Conclusion 
The variability in directive language within ISO 15189:2022, particularly with the use of modal 

verbs, has the potential to create inconsistencies in laboratory practices. It is essential that the 

standard employs clear, unambiguous language that delineates between recommendations and 

requirements to ensure uniformity and reliability in laboratory quality control.  

The proposed revision of Clause 7.3.7.2 is one example of how the standard can be made more 

prescriptive to encourage consistent application of quality control measures across different 

laboratories. This change would not only enhance the comparability of laboratory practices but 

also ensure that quality control is uniformly stringent, thereby safeguarding the validity of test 

results and patient safety. 
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CHAPTER-03 

 
Redefining ISO 15189:2022 - Eliminating Redundancy for Enhanced 

Compliance 

 

ARTICLE 
 

The recent iteration of ISO 15189:2022 presents both a framework for operational excellence 

and a series of challenges due to its repetitive content. This document aims to critically analyze 

the redundancies found within various sub-clauses of the standard, identifying areas where 

simplification could benefit all stakeholders involved—from laboratory personnel to 

accreditation assessors. The overlapping directives across multiple sections dilute the 

standard's efficiency and could potentially lead to misinterpretation and inconsistent 

application. 

The standard, while comprehensive, often revisits similar themes such as risk management, 

equipment handling, and document control, under slightly different contexts without adding 

substantial value to the directives. This repetition not only complicates the compliance process 

but also increases the administrative burden on laboratory staff. By addressing these 

redundancies, ISO can enhance the standard's usability and effectiveness, making it a more 

powerful tool for advancing quality and competence in medical laboratories worldwide. 

Furthermore, accreditation bodies play a crucial role in shaping public opinion and setting 

technical requirements for compliance. With accreditation increasingly becoming a 

prerequisite for medical laboratories, streamlined standards are not just beneficial but essential 

for survival and maintaining quality. Licensing bodies also dictate technical requirements for 

equipment importation and laboratory operation, underscoring the necessity for clear and 

concise standards that support rather than hinder operational and compliance efforts. 

 

 

1. Risk Management: Both clauses 5.6 and 8.5 address risk management, yet they 

approach it from slightly different angles. Clause 5.6 focuses on risks associated with 

laboratory activities specifically, while Clause 8.5 discusses risks and opportunities for 

improvement more broadly. Despite these nuances, the essence of managing risks 

seems redundantly covered. 

2. Management Responsibilities: Clause 5.2 outlines the responsibilities of the 

laboratory director, emphasizing the importance of risk management. Clause 8.1 

reiterates the laboratory's management responsibilities concerning fulfilling system 

requirements, which broadly encompasses the earlier detailed directives. 

3. Quality and Competence Requirements: The general thrust of ensuring quality and 

competence is echoed across multiple sections such as Clauses 5 and 6, where the 

focus on maintaining competent personnel and proper equipment is re-emphasized in 

different sub-clauses. For example, Clause 6 repeatedly discusses ensuring personnel 

are competent for their roles, while Clause 5 stresses the structural requirements to 

support such competence. 

4. Equipment Handling: Clause 6.4 extensively discusses the requirements for handling, 

maintaining, and calibrating equipment, which are reiterated with slight variations in 

later sub-clauses discussing specific aspects of equipment management, such as 

calibration and traceability in Clause 6.5. 

5. Management of Nonconforming Work: 
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 Clause 7.5: This clause details the responsibilities and procedures when laboratory 

activities or examination results do not conform to expected standards, including how 

these nonconformances are managed, and the communication required when such 

incidents occur. 

 Clause 8.7: Similarly, this clause discusses actions when nonconformity occurs, 

outlining the steps for managing, correcting, and documenting nonconformities, with a 

strong focus on patient safety and the continuity of care. 

6. Document Control and Information Management: 

 Clause 7.6: Focuses on the control and management of information and data necessary 

for laboratory operations, including security, integrity, and accessibility of laboratory 

information systems. 

 Clause 8.4: Echoes many of these requirements, emphasizing the creation, amendment, 

retention, and disposal of records and documents necessary to demonstrate compliance 

and manage laboratory information securely. 

7. Risk Management and Quality Improvement: 

 Clause 5.6 and Clause 7.3.7: Both these sections discuss ensuring the quality of 

examination results and include similar guidelines on internal and external quality 

assessments, verification, and validation of procedures. 

 Clause 8.5 and Clause 8.6: Reiterate the identification and acting on risks and 

opportunities, focusing on continual improvement and the integration of these actions 

into the management system. 

 

8. Pre-Examination Processes: 

 Clause 5.4: Discusses the general pre-examination processes including patient 

information, request form information, sample collection, and handling. 

 Clause 7.2: Also covers pre-examination processes including laboratory information 

for patients and users, requests for providing laboratory examinations, and primary 

sample collection and handling. These sections repeat similar requirements regarding 

how information should be managed before the examination begins, particularly around 

handling and preparing samples. 

9. Examination Processes: 

 Clause 5.5: Covers the selection, verification, and validation of examination 

procedures. 

 Clause 7.3: Repeats these aspects but with added details on verification and validation 

of examination methods and ensuring the quality of examination results. Both clauses 

emphasize the accuracy and consistency of examination processes. 

10. Post-Examination Processes: 

 Clause 5.7: Involves reviewing results, handling and storing clinical samples, and 

reporting results. 

 Clause 7.4: Addresses similar topics, including result review and release, post-

examination handling of samples, and result reporting requirements. 

11. Management of Nonconforming Work: 

 Clause 5.9: Discusses the laboratory’s response to nonconforming work and the 

necessary actions to manage such situations. 

 Clause 7.5: Again outlines procedures for managing nonconformity, highlighting the 

need to address deviations from expected results or procedures. 

12. Document and Records Control: 

 Clause 5.10: Specifies requirements for document control, focusing on ensuring all 

laboratory documentation is managed according to defined procedures. 
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 Clause 7.6: Mirrors this content by detailing requirements for control of data and 

information management, emphasizing the importance of managing records to maintain 

integrity and traceability 

 

13. Equipment Requirements: 

 Clause 6.4.1 to 6.4.7 discusses various aspects of equipment management including 

requirements, acceptance, instructions for use, maintenance, adverse incident reporting, 

and records. 

 These sub-sub-clauses, particularly 6.4.5 (Equipment maintenance and repair) and 6.4.7 

(Equipment records), echo similar themes found in Clause 6.5 (Equipment calibration 

and metrological traceability), where equipment calibration procedures and records 

maintenance are reiterated. 

14. Reagents and Consumables: 

 6.6.1 to 6.6.7 detail the lifecycle management of reagents and consumables from 

receipt, storage, acceptance testing, inventory management, instructions for use, 

adverse incident reporting, to record-keeping. 

 

15. Personnel Competence: 

 Clause 5.1.5: Discusses the competence, management, and training requirements of 

personnel. 

 Clause 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.2.5: These sub-sub-clauses further detail the ongoing evaluation 

of competence and necessary training and education of personnel. The content overlaps 

significantly with that of Clause 5.1.5, reiterating requirements for personnel 

qualifications, ongoing education, and competence assessments. 

16. Preventive Actions and Continuous Improvement: 

 Clause 4.12.1.3: Specifies requirements for preventive actions to address potential 

nonconformities. 

 Clause 8.5.2: Outlines how the laboratory should plan and manage actions to address 

risks and opportunities, which encompasses preventive actions similarly described in 

Clause 4.12.1.3. These sections both emphasize continual improvement and corrective 

measures but could be consolidated to avoid redundancy. 

17. Control of Nonconforming Outputs: 

 Clause 7.8.2.1: Focuses on the control and dealing with nonconforming laboratory 

results. 

 Clause 8.7.1.2 and 8.7.2.3: Repeat similar guidelines for handling nonconformities in 

laboratory operations, including the identification, documentation, and necessary 

actions to mitigate such events. These sub-clauses could be more efficiently presented 

to avoid repetitive details. 

18. Quality Indicators: 

 Clause 5.5.1.2 and Clause 8.8.2: Both clauses discuss the establishment and use of 

quality indicators to monitor and evaluate laboratory performance. They both specify 

the use of indicators such as turnaround times and error rates. This repetition could be 

consolidated to avoid redundancy and streamline the sections related to performance 

monitoring. 
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CHAPTER-04 

 
The Ambiguities of Documentation and Record Requirements in ISO 

15189:2022: Documentation Debacle 

 

ARTICLE 
 

ISO 15189:2022 is a critical standard designed to ensure quality and competence in medical 

laboratories. Across its comprehensive framework, it addresses various operational aspects 

from documentation and record requirements to resource management and quality assurance. 

However, detailed analyses of Clauses 4 through 8 reveal significant gaps in documentation 

and record-keeping requirements that pose serious challenges across the board. Each clause, 

while aiming to set rigorous standards, consistently fails to provide the clarity and specificity 

necessary for effective implementation. These deficiencies not only threaten the integrity and 

compliance of laboratory operations but also undermine the standard's goal of enhancing 

laboratory competence. From the basic documentation requirements in Clause 4 to the 

management systems outlined in Clause 8, the standard exposes inconsistencies that can lead 

to discrepancies in resource management, affect laboratory performance, and hinder the 

effectiveness of quality management systems. This article dives into these critical gaps, 

underscoring their impact on the operational integrity of medical laboratories and suggesting 

paths for necessary improvements to bridge these troubling deficiencies. 

 

Detailed Analysis clause 4:  

Clause 4: General Requirements 
While Clause 4 provides a basic framework for laboratory management and quality assurance, 

it falls short in specifying how these standards are to be documented. The clause lacks specific 

instructions on the types of documentation required to verify compliance, leading to variability 

in implementation and potential non-compliance issues. 

Subclause 4.1: Impartiality 

This subclause underscores the necessity for impartiality in laboratory operations but fails to 

detail the records necessary to demonstrate this impartiality. This omission leaves room for 

subjective interpretations, which could compromise the objective operation of medical 

laboratories. 

Subclause 4.2: Confidentiality 

Though it specifies requirements for managing patient and laboratory information 

confidentiality, Subclause 4.2 does not provide clear guidance on documenting these practices. 

This vagueness could lead to inconsistent handling of sensitive information, putting patient 

confidentiality at risk. 

Subclause 4.3: Patient Requirements 

While discussing laboratory responsibilities towards patient management, this subclause does 

not specify the required documentation or record-keeping practices necessary to ensure 

consistent fulfilment of these responsibilities. The absence of such directives may lead to 

discrepancies in patient care and documentation. 

 

Justification of the Lack of Clarity 

The lack of detailed documentation guidelines in Clause 4 leads to inconsistent practices and 

potential non-compliance with the standard. Proper documentation is crucial for verifying that 

operational standards are maintained and that compliance with ethical and legal requirements 
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is achieved. The standard's failure to provide clear, comprehensive guidance on documentation 

requirements undermines the operational integrity and transparency necessary for audits and 

inspections. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: ISO 15189:2022 should include detailed 

guidance on the types of documents and records required to support compliance with 

each aspect of Clause 4. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documentation related 

to Clause 4 would help laboratories uniformly implement these practices. Examples 

could include templates for logging conflicts of interest, maintaining confidentiality 

logs, or documenting patient consent and information handling. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: The standard should provide additional information 

on how long different types of records need to be retained to comply with the standard 

and applicable regulatory requirements. 

 

Detailed Analysis of Clause 5 Deficiencies: 

Subclause 5.1: Legal Entity 
Clause 5.1 mandates that laboratories must operate as legal entities responsible for their 

activities. However, it stops short of specifying the types of documents or records required to 

prove legal status and operational capabilities. The absence of these specifics leads to 

uncertainties in establishing legal compliance and accountability. 

Subclause 5.2: Laboratory Director 

While outlining the crucial roles and qualifications of a laboratory director, Subclause 5.2 fails 

to detail the necessary documentation or records to maintain these compliance standards. This 

omission compromises the ability to verify the director's qualifications and responsibilities 

effectively. 

 

Justification of Documentation Shortcomings 

The ISO 15189:2022 framework, though well-intentioned in streamlining laboratory 

operations, falls critically short in delineating the documentation requirements across its 

structural and governance directives. This leads to varied interpretations and implementations, 

which may not adequately reflect or support the governance and structural compliance of the 

laboratory. 

 

Impact on Operational Compliance 

Effective management, including structural and governance compliance, is pivotal for 

maintaining operational integrity and accountability. The lack of clear documentation 

guidelines hampers the ability to consistently prove compliance during audits or inspections, 

putting laboratories at risk of failing to meet accreditation standards . 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: ISO 15189:2022 should delineate the types 

of documents and records required to support the structural and governance 

requirements comprehensively. This should include legal documentation, governance 

policies, and proof of qualifications and responsibilities of the laboratory director. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documentation related 

to governance and structural compliance would aid laboratories in applying these 

standards consistently, ensuring that all necessary details are systematically recorded. 
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3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional instructions on the duration for retaining 

these records would assist laboratories in maintaining long-term compliance and 

operational integrity. 

 

 

Detailed Analysis of Clause 6 Deficiencies: 

Subclause 6.1: General Resource Requirements 
This subclause requires laboratories to maintain necessary personnel, facilities, equipment, and 

consumables. Yet, it falls short in specifying the essential documentation to verify that these 

resources meet the required standards, leading to varied practices that undermine consistency 

and traceability. 

Subclause 6.2: Personnel 

The standard specifies that laboratories must manage the competence of their personnel, but it 

lacks explicit guidance on the documentation needed for qualifications, ongoing assessments, 

and training records. This omission risks insufficient proof of personnel qualifications and 

competencies, essential for maintaining high standards of laboratory performance and patient 

safety. 

Subclause 6.3: Facilities and Environmental Conditions 

Clause 6.3 mandates that facilities and environmental conditions should support the intended 

activities without adversely affecting the outcomes. However, the clause does not clearly define 

the documentation required to demonstrate compliance with these conditions, leading to 

potential safety risks and non-compliance during audits. 

 

Justification of Documentation Shortcomings 

The absence of detailed documentation guidelines across various subclauses of Clause 6 

presents a major challenge to effectively managing laboratory resources. The broad and non-

specific nature of the documentation requirements makes it difficult for laboratories to 

consistently prove compliance, manage resources effectively, and ensure safety and reliability 

in operations. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: ISO 15189:2022 should detail the types of 

documents and records necessary for demonstrating compliance with resource 

requirements, including specific records for personnel qualifications, equipment 

maintenance, and environmental monitoring. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for resource management 

documentation, such as equipment logs, personnel training records, and environmental 

condition reports, would help laboratories uniformly implement these standards. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Clear guidelines on the retention period for different 

types of records would aid laboratories in maintaining long-term compliance and 

readiness for audits. 

 

Detailed Analysis of Clause 7 Deficiencies 
General Process Requirements (Clause 7.1) 

Clause 7.1 sets broad expectations for the management of laboratory processes but fails to 

specify the necessary documentation, which is crucial for proving compliance and managing 

risks effectively. 

Pre-examination Processes (Clause 7.2) 
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This clause, although critical for the integrity of laboratory tests, lacks clarity on documentation 

for sample handling and preparation. The absence of specified records undermines the 

traceability and verification of compliance with pre-examination standards . 

Examination Processes (Clause 7.3) 

While Clause 7.3 outlines the requirements for laboratory testing procedures, it does not 

adequately define the types of documents needed to demonstrate that examination processes 

are controlled and validated. This omission risks the reliability of test results due to potential 

inconsistencies in process documentation. 

Post-examination Processes (Clause 7.4) 

Clause 7.4 covers the essential steps after testing but does not detail the documentation required 

to ensure that these steps are properly followed. This lack of guidance could lead to 

discrepancies in how results are reported and managed . 

 

Justification of Documentation Shortcomings 

The overarching issue across Clause 7 is the lack of detailed documentation requirements. This 

gap not only complicates adherence to the standard but also hinders laboratories' ability to 

consistently demonstrate compliance during audits, potentially affecting their accreditation 

status. 

 

Impact on Laboratory Compliance and Operations 

Accurate and systematic documentation is critical for verifying that laboratory processes are 

performed correctly and in accordance with regulatory requirements. The ambiguities within 

Clause 7 may lead to variability in how laboratories document their processes, thus impacting 

the overall quality and reliability of laboratory services. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 should provide clear and 

detailed documentation requirements for each subclause within Clause 7 to ensure 

uniform compliance across all laboratory processes. 

2. Templates and Standardized Forms: The introduction of templates and standardized 

forms for documenting laboratory processes would aid in maintaining consistency and 

traceability across all documentation stages. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Defining specific retention times for different types 

of records would help laboratories manage their documentation over appropriate 

periods, supporting long-term compliance and quality assurance. 

 

 

Detailed Analysis of Clause 8 Deficiencies 

General Documentation Guidelines (Clause 8.1) 
Clause 8.1 underscores the need for a comprehensive management system yet provides 

insufficient detail on the types and formats of documentation required to sustain these systems. 

This lack of guidance fosters variability in the management practices across laboratories.  

Documentation of Continual Improvement Processes (Clause 8.6) 

Clause 8.6 mandates continual improvement but does not specify the records necessary to 

demonstrate these efforts. Without explicit documentation criteria, tracking and validating 

improvement initiatives becomes problematic, affecting the overall progression and quality of 

laboratory practices. 

Managing Records of Nonconformities and Corrective Actions (Clause 8.7) 

This clause is vital for maintaining quality and compliance, yet it fails to detail the 

documentation required to manage and rectify nonconformities effectively. The absence of 
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explicit record-keeping instructions can lead to insufficient tracking and resolving of quality 

issues, compromising laboratory integrity. 

Documentation of Risk Management (Clause 8.5) 

While Clause 8.5 focuses on addressing risks and opportunities, it lacks detailed requirements 

for documenting the actions taken to manage these elements. This gap can lead to 

inconsistencies in how risks are identified, assessed, and mitigated, thereby affecting the 

laboratory's ability to maintain quality and compliance . 

 

Justification of Documentation Shortcomings 

The overarching inadequacies in documentation guidance across various subclauses of Clause 

8 present significant challenges. These challenges not only make it difficult for laboratories to 

prove compliance but also hinder their ability to maintain effective and reliable operations. The 

broad and non-specific nature of the documentation requirements leads to diverse 

interpretations and applications, which can compromise the standard's goal of uniformity in 

laboratory quality management. 

 

Impact on Laboratory Compliance and Operations 

Precise and comprehensive documentation is crucial for verifying the application of standard 

practices and for facilitating audits and inspections. The ambiguities and gaps within Clause 8 

may lead to variability in how laboratories document their processes, thus impacting their 

operational quality and reliability. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: ISO 15189:2022 should provide clear and 

detailed documentation requirements for each aspect of Clause 8, ensuring uniformity 

in compliance and operational practices across laboratories. 

2. Templates and Examples: Offering templates or examples for essential documents 

and records related to management systems, continual improvement, and risk 

management would help laboratories implement these standards more consistently and 

effectively. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention and Access: Additional instructions on the retention 

period for different types of records and guidelines on who should have access to these 

records would aid laboratories in maintaining long-term compliance and operational 

integrity. 

 

 

Conclusion 
The documentation and record requirements across Clauses 4 through 8 of ISO 15189:2022 

exhibit significant gaps that challenge the integrity, reliability, and operational efficiency of 

medical laboratories. These shortcomings impact the standard's ability to ensure consistent 

compliance and quality across various laboratory operations—from the foundational 

documentation in Clause 4 to the comprehensive management systems in Clause 8. By 

addressing these issues with more detailed guidelines and explicit instructions, ISO can 

significantly enhance the standard's clarity and practical utility. 

The proposed modifications across all clauses are crucial for supporting laboratories in 

achieving and maintaining high operational standards. Implementing these changes would 

facilitate more effective audits, streamline compliance, and bolster the overall efficacy and 

reliability of medical laboratory operations. Specifically, these enhancements would ensure that 

laboratories are not only compliant but also excel in quality management and operational 
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efficiency, thereby upholding the standards' objectives and fostering a culture of continuous 

improvement in the global healthcare landscape. 
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CHAPTER-4A 
 
 
 

A DETAILED ANALYSIS OF DEFICIENCY IN DOCUMENT AND RECORD 
REQURIEMENT IN ISO 15189 2022 

 
ANALYSIS 

 
 

Clause: 4  
A thorough examination of the documentation and record requirements for Clause 4 and its 
specific subclauses 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 of ISO 15189:2022 reveals a lack of detailed guidance on 
the necessary documentation to ensure effective implementation and compliance. This clause 
covers general requirements, including the management of impartiality, confidentiality, and 
patient considerations, which are fundamental for maintaining the integrity and quality of 
medical laboratory services. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 4 and Specific Subclauses 
 Clause 4 (General requirements): Provides a framework for laboratory 

management and quality assurance but lacks specificity in documenting how these 
standards are met. 

 Subclause 4.1 (Impartiality): Outlines the need for impartiality in laboratory 
operations but does not detail the records needed to demonstrate this impartiality. 

 Subclause 4.2 (Confidentiality): Specifies requirements for managing patient and 
laboratory information confidentiality, yet does not provide explicit guidance on 
documenting these confidentiality practices. 

 Subclause 4.3 (Requirements regarding patients): Discusses how laboratories should 
manage patient interactions and care but fails to specify documentation or record-
keeping practices necessary to ensure these requirements are consistently met. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: The standard sets forth expectations for 

laboratory practices but does not provide detailed instructions on the types or formats 
of documentation required to verify compliance. This can lead to inconsistent practices 
and potential non-compliance with the standard. 

 Impact on Laboratory Operations: Proper documentation is crucial for verifying that 
operational standards are maintained and that compliance with ethical and legal 
requirements is achieved. Without clear guidelines, laboratories may struggle to 
maintain consistent, auditable records. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Standardized documentation and record-
keeping are essential not only for maintaining operational integrity but also for 
ensuring transparency during audits and inspections. 
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Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should include clear, 

comprehensive guidance on the types of documents and records required to support 
compliance with each aspect of Clause 4. This would include records demonstrating 
impartiality, confidentiality measures, and how patient requirements are managed. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documentation related 
to Clause 4 could help laboratories uniformly implement these practices. Examples 
might include templates for logging conflicts of interest, maintaining confidentiality 
logs, or documenting patient consent and information handling. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional information should be provided on how 
long different types of records need to be retained to comply with both the standard 
and applicable regulatory requirements. 

 
Conclusion  
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 4 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to variability in how laboratories document their compliance with the standard's 
requirements. By providing more detailed documentation guidelines and examples, ISO could 
enhance clarity, improve operational integrity, and ensure consistent compliance across 
laboratories. 
 

 
Clause: 5  
To address the documentation and record requirements for Clause 5 of ISO 15189:2022, which 
pertains to structural and governance requirements, we examine the clarity and specificity of 
guidance provided regarding necessary documentation. This clause is crucial for defining the 
legal and operational structure under which the laboratory operates, ensuring responsible 
management and compliance. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 5 
 Subclause 5.1 (Legal entity): This subclause mandates that the laboratory must be a 

legal entity capable of being held responsible for its activities. It does not specify the 
types of documents or records required to prove the legal status or operational 
capabilities of the laboratory. 

 Subclause 5.2 (Laboratory director): Details the responsibilities and qualifications of 
the laboratory director but does not outline specific documentation or records that 
should be maintained to demonstrate compliance with these requirements. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for the 

structural and governance aspects of laboratory operations but stops short of detailing 
the documentation requirements comprehensively. This absence could lead to 
inconsistent documentation practices which may not adequately demonstrate the 
governance and structural compliance of the laboratory. 

 Impact on Operational Compliance: The management of a laboratory, including its 
structural and governance compliance, is critical for maintaining operational integrity 
and accountability. Without clear documentation guidelines, it can be challenging to 
verify and prove compliance during audits or inspections. 
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 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance with regulatory and accreditation 
requirements, and for ensuring effective governance of laboratory operations. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the structural and governance 
requirements. This should include legal documentation, governance policies, and 
proof of qualifications and responsibilities of the laboratory director. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
governance and structural compliance would help laboratories consistently apply 
these standards and ensure that all necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records 

should be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and operational 
integrity over time. 
 

Conclusion  
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 5 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories document their structural and governance 
compliance. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation 
requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve operational compliance, and 
ensure consistent adherence to the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause: 6.1 
To address the documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.1 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which covers the general resource requirements for medical laboratories, we must evaluate 
each subclause for explicit guidance on the necessary documentation and records. This clause 
plays a pivotal role in ensuring that laboratories are equipped with the necessary resources to 
perform their functions effectively and comply with quality standards. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.1 
Sub clause 6.1 (General): This subclause requires that laboratories must have the 

necessary personnel, facilities, equipment, reagents, consumables, and support 
services to manage and perform their activities. However, it lacks specific directives on 
the types of documents or records that should be maintained to demonstrate that 
these resource requirements are being met. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: The ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework 

for the resources necessary for laboratory operations but does not specify 
documentation requirements thoroughly. This omission may lead to inconsistent 
record-keeping practices across different laboratories, potentially affecting the 
traceability and accountability of resource allocation and usage. 

 Impact on Resource Management: Effective management of laboratory resources is 
crucial for the reliability of laboratory operations and services. Without clear 
documentation guidelines, it is challenging to ensure that resources are appropriately 
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allocated, maintained, and utilized, which can impede the laboratory's ability to meet 
operational and quality standards. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping practices are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation 
audits and for ensuring that the laboratory's resource management aligns with the 
stipulated standards. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of resources. This 
should include records of equipment purchases, maintenance logs, personnel training 
records, and inventory records for reagents and consumables. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
resource management, such as inventory management logs or equipment 
maintenance schedules, would help laboratories apply these standards consistently 
and ensure that all necessary details are recorded systematically. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would help laboratories maintain compliance and operational readiness 
over time. 
 

Conclusion  

The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.1 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their resources. 
Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation requirements 
and examples, would enhance clarity, improve resource management, and ensure consistent 
compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause: 6.2 
Evaluating the documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.2 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which pertains to personnel requirements in medical laboratories, is essential to 
understanding the clarity and specificity provided regarding the necessary documentation. 
This clause is vital as it ensures that laboratory personnel are competent and appropriately 
trained to maintain high standards of laboratory performance and patient safety. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.2  
 Subclause 6.2.1 (General): This subclause establishes that laboratories must have 

access to a sufficient number of competent persons. However, it does not specify the 
detailed types of documentation or records that should be maintained to demonstrate 
the competence, recruitment, and training of these individuals. 

 Subclause 6.2.2 (Competence requirements): While this section details the necessity 
for laboratories to determine and manage the competence of their personnel, the 
standard lacks explicit guidance on documenting these processes. This includes a lack 
of details on what records should include, such as qualifications, ongoing assessments, 
and training attended. 

 Subclause 6.2.3 (Authorization): This part mandates that personnel be authorized to 
perform specific tasks, yet it does not clearly define how such authorization should be 
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documented or the records that need to be maintained to support these 
authorizations. 

 Subclause 6.2.4 (Continuing education and professional development): Describes 
requirements for ongoing education but fails to provide specifics on how participation 
should be recorded or how such records should be maintained and reviewed. 

 Subclause 6.2.5 (Personnel records): This is the only area within Clause 6.2 that 
explicitly mentions documentation, indicating that records should be kept for training, 
competence, and authorizations. However, the exact nature and extent of these 
records are not detailed. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 outlines the personnel 

requirements for laboratory operations but does not thoroughly detail the 
documentation and record-keeping requirements. This omission could result in varied 
practices that may not adequately capture the qualifications and competence of the 
laboratory personnel. 

 Impact on Personnel Management: Effective management of personnel is critical for 
the reliability and safety of laboratory services. Without clear documentation 
guidelines, it can be challenging to verify that all personnel are continuously qualified 
and properly trained to perform their duties. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and 
for ensuring that personnel management processes are transparent and effective. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of personnel 
resources. This should include detailed records of qualifications, training, assessments, 
authorizations, and professional development activities. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
managing personnel, such as training logs, competence assessments, and 
authorization records, would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and 
ensure that all necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and operational 
readiness over time. 

 

Conclusion  
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.2 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document personnel resources. 
Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation requirements 
and examples, would enhance clarity, improve personnel management, and ensure consistent 
compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause: 6.3 
To assess the documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.3 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which focuses on facilities and environmental conditions of medical laboratories, it is crucial 
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to examine the clarity and specificity in the guidance regarding necessary documentation. This 
clause is fundamental for ensuring that the laboratory environment is suitable and safe for 
both personnel and laboratory activities, affecting the accuracy and reliability of laboratory 
results. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.3 
 Subclause 6.3.1 (General): This subclause requires that facilities and environmental 

conditions must be suitable for the intended laboratory activities and should not 
adversely affect the validity of results. However, it does not specify the types of 
documents or records that should be maintained to demonstrate compliance with 
these requirements. 

 Subclause 6.3.2 (Facility controls): While this section mandates controls to prevent 
contamination and interference with laboratory activities, it lacks detailed guidance 
on the documentation or record-keeping processes necessary to prove such controls 
are in place and effective. 

 Subclause 6.3.3 (Storage facilities): Describes requirements for adequate storage 
facilities for various laboratory components but does not clearly define the records 
needed to demonstrate proper storage practices and conditions. 

 Subclause 6.3.4 (Personnel facilities): Outlines the need for adequate personnel 
facilities but does not detail what documentation should be kept to ensure these 
facilities meet the required standards. 

 Subclause 6.3.5 (Sample collection facilities): Specifies conditions for sample 
collection facilities without explicit guidance on the records that should be maintained 
to verify these conditions are continuously met. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 establishes the requirements 

for laboratory facilities and environmental conditions but does not detail the 
documentation or record-keeping requirements comprehensively. This absence could 
lead to inconsistent practices that might not fully ensure or demonstrate the 
appropriateness and safety of the laboratory environment. 

 Impact on Facility Management: Proper management of facilities and environmental 
conditions is crucial for the reliability of laboratory tests. Without clear documentation 
guidelines, it can be challenging to prove that the laboratory consistently meets 
environmental standards, potentially impacting test outcomes and safety. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping practices are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation 
audits and for ensuring that environmental conditions are controlled and monitored 
effectively. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of facilities and 
environmental conditions. This could include logs of environmental monitoring, 
maintenance records for facility controls, and compliance audits for storage 
conditions. 
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2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
managing facilities, such as environmental monitoring logs and facility maintenance 
schedules, would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure all 
necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and readiness over time. 

 

Conclusion  
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.3 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their facilities and 
environmental conditions. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed 
documentation requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve facility 
management, and ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause: 6.4 
Examining the documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.4 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which addresses equipment requirements for medical laboratories, is critical in determining 
the clarity and specificity regarding the necessary documentation. This clause ensures that all 
laboratory equipment is appropriate, properly maintained, and calibrated to support accurate 
and reliable test results. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.4 
 Subclause 6.4.1 (General): This subclause mandates that laboratories have processes 

for selecting and managing laboratory equipment but lacks specific guidance on the 
types of documents or records that should be maintained to demonstrate compliance 
with these processes. 

 Subclause 6.4.2 (Equipment requirements): Specifies requirements for laboratory 
equipment access and usage, but it do not explicitly describe the documentation or 
records necessary to prove that equipment meets operational standards or is 
maintained according to manufacturer specifications. 

 Subclause 6.4.3 (Equipment acceptance procedure): Outlines procedures for 
equipment acceptance but does not detail the records needed to document the 
acceptance, verification, and initial operation of equipment. 

 Subclause 6.4.4 (Equipment instructions for use): While this section mandates that 
equipment be operated according to defined instructions, there is no clear directive 
on how these instructions should be documented or how compliance with them 
should be recorded. 

 Subclause 6.4.5 (Equipment maintenance and repair): Addresses equipment 
maintenance requirements but fails to specify which records should be kept to track 
maintenance schedules, repairs, and the effectiveness of maintenance activities. 

 Subclause 6.4.6 (Equipment adverse incident reporting): This part discusses the need 
for reporting adverse incidents related to equipment, yet lacks specificity on the 
documentation format or content that should be maintained for such reporting. 

 Subclause 6.4.7 (Equipment records): Although it explicitly refers to maintaining 
equipment records, the details regarding what should be included in these records and 
how they should be structured for audit purposes are not comprehensively defined. 
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Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for 

managing laboratory equipment but does not detail the documentation requirements 
thoroughly. This omission could lead to varied record-keeping practices that may not 
comprehensively capture the lifecycle management of laboratory equipment. 

 Impact on Equipment Management: Proper documentation is crucial for the reliability 
of laboratory equipment and, consequently, the accuracy of test results. Without clear 
guidelines, ensuring that equipment is appropriately maintained and operational 
issues are promptly addressed can be challenging. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and 
for ensuring that equipment is maintained in a state that supports the laboratory's 
operational and quality objectives. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the lifecycle management of laboratory 
equipment. This should include purchase records, maintenance logs, calibration 
certificates, and incident reports. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
equipment management, such as maintenance logs or calibration records, would help 
laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure that all necessary details 
are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records 

should be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and operational 
readiness over time. 

 

Conclusion  

The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.4 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their equipment. 
Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation requirements 
and examples, would enhance clarity, improve equipment management, and ensure 
consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause: 6.5 

The evaluation of documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.5 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which pertains to equipment calibration and metrological traceability, is essential for 
understanding how well these aspects are clarified within the standard. This clause is vital as 
it ensures that the measurements made by laboratory equipment are accurate and traceable, 
which is crucial for the validity of test results. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.5 
 Subclause 6.5.1 (General): This subclause outlines the general requirements for 

equipment calibration and metrological traceability but does not specify the detailed 
types of documentation or records that should be maintained to demonstrate these 
requirements are being met. 
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 Subclause 6.5.2 (Equipment calibration): Describes the need for procedures for 
equipment calibration that affect examination results. However, it lacks explicit 
guidance on the documentation or record-keeping processes necessary to prove such 
calibration activities have been performed correctly and at appropriate intervals. 

 Subclause 6.5.3 (Metrological traceability of measurement results): Emphasizes the 
importance of establishing and maintaining metrological traceability for measurement 
results but does not detail the records needed to document this traceability chain and 
the associated uncertainties. 

 
Justification of Lack of Clarity 

 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 establishes requirements for 
calibration and traceability but does not detail the documentation or record-keeping 
requirements comprehensively. This omission could result in varied practices that 
might not adequately ensure or demonstrate the accuracy and traceability of 
laboratory measurements. 

 Impact on Measurement Reliability: Proper documentation is crucial for verifying the 
reliability of measurement instruments and methods. Without clear documentation 
guidelines, it can be challenging to prove that instruments are calibrated and that 
results are traceable to accepted standards, potentially impacting test outcomes and 
laboratory credibility. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping practices are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation 
audits and for ensuring that calibration and traceability practices support the 
laboratory's operational and quality objectives. 

 
 
 
Recommendations for Improvement 

1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 
of documents and records required to support the management of equipment 
calibration and traceability. This should include calibration certificates, calibration logs, 
traceability records, and records of corrective actions taken when calibration 
standards are not met. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
managing calibration and traceability, such as calibration logs or traceability matrices, 
would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure that all 
necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and operational 
readiness over time. 
 

Conclusion 
 The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.5 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their equipment 
calibration and traceability. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed 
documentation requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve measurement 
reliability, and ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
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Clause: 6.6 
Introduction Evaluating the documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.6 of ISO 
15189:2022, which pertains to the management of reagents and consumables in medical 
laboratories, is crucial for assessing the clarity and specificity regarding necessary 
documentation. This clause is fundamental in ensuring that reagents and consumables are 
handled correctly to maintain the integrity and accuracy of laboratory results. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.6 
 Subclause 6.6.1 (General): This section requires laboratories to have processes for the 

selection, procurement, storage, and management of reagents and consumables. 
However, it does not specify the types of documents or records that should be 
maintained to demonstrate these processes are being adhered to. 

 Subclause 6.6.2 (Receipt and storage): Describes requirements for the proper storage 
of reagents and consumables but lacks explicit guidance on the documentation or 
record-keeping processes necessary to prove that storage conditions meet the 
required standards. 

 Subclause 6.6.3 (Acceptance testing): Outlines the need for performance verification 
of reagents and consumables before use but does not detail the records required to 
document such verification activities. 

 Subclause 6.6.4 (Inventory management): While emphasizing the importance of 
managing inventories of reagents and consumables, this subclause does not clarify 
what records should be maintained to support effective inventory management. 

 Subclause 6.6.5 (Instructions for use): Mandates those instructions for the use of 
reagents and consumables must be available and adhered to, yet it does not specify 
how compliance with these instructions should be documented. 

 Subclause 6.6.6 (Adverse incident reporting): Discusses the need for reporting 
adverse incidents related to reagents and consumables but lacks specificity on the 
format or content of the documentation that should be maintained for such reporting. 

 Subclause 6.6.7 (Records): Refers to maintaining records for reagents and 
consumables, including details such as batch codes and expiry dates. However, the 
details on how comprehensive these records need to be are not exhaustively defined. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for 

managing reagents and consumables but does not detail the documentation or record-
keeping requirements comprehensively. This lack could lead to inconsistent practices 
that may not adequately ensure or demonstrate the integrity and traceability of these 
critical resources. 

 Impact on Resource Management: Proper documentation is crucial for the reliability 
of reagents and consumables management. Without clear documentation guidelines, 
verifying that storage, handling, and usage meet specified standards can be 
challenging, potentially affecting the accuracy of test results. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-keeping 
are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and for 
ensuring that reagents and consumables are managed according to the laboratory's 
operational and quality objectives. 
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Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types of 

documents and records required to support the management of reagents and 
consumables. This should include records of procurement, storage conditions, batch 
testing results, and inventory audits. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
managing reagents and consumables, such as inventory logs or acceptance testing 
forms, would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure that all 
necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and operational 
readiness over time. 

 

Conclusion  

The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.6 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their reagents and 
consumables. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation 
requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve resource management, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause: 6.7 
The assessment of documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.7 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with service agreements involving medical laboratories, is essential for evaluating 
the clarity provided within the standard. This clause ensures that laboratories maintain clear 
and enforceable agreements with other entities, crucial for defining responsibilities and 
maintaining quality and accountability in laboratory services. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.7 
 Subclause 6.7.1 (Agreements with laboratory users): This section requires 

laboratories to have procedures for establishing and reviewing agreements with users. 
However, it does not specify the types of documents or records that should be 
maintained to demonstrate that these agreements are properly established, reviewed, 
and adhered to. 

 Subclause 6.7.2 (Agreements with POCT operators): Discusses service agreements 
specifically related to Point-of-Care Testing (POCT) but lacks explicit guidance on 
documenting these agreements or the records necessary to ensure that 
responsibilities and compliance are clearly tracked and managed. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 outlines the need for service 

agreements but does not comprehensively detail the documentation or record-
keeping requirements. This omission can lead to varied practices that may not 
sufficiently capture the details of agreements or the ongoing management and 
renewal of these agreements. 

 Impact on Service Delivery: Proper documentation is critical for ensuring that all 
parties involved in laboratory services understand their roles and responsibilities. 
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Without clear documentation guidelines, maintaining accountability and managing 
expectations can be challenging, potentially affecting service quality and compliance. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and 
for ensuring that service agreements support the laboratory's operational and quality 
objectives. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of service 
agreements. This should include copies of current agreements, records of negotiations 
and updates, and documentation of agreement reviews and compliance checks. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
service agreements, such as agreement forms or compliance checklists, would help 
laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure that all necessary details 
are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and managing 
relationships effectively over time. 

 

Conclusion  

The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.7 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their service 
agreements. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation 
requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve service management, and ensure 
consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause.6.8 
Evaluating the documentation and record requirements for Clause 6.8 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which addresses the management of externally provided products and services in medical 
laboratories, is crucial for understanding how the standard specifies necessary 
documentation. This clause ensures that laboratories maintain control over the quality of 
external contributions to their services, critical for maintaining test accuracy and reliability. 
 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.8 
 Subclause 6.8.1 (General): This section requires that laboratories ensure the suitability 

of externally provided products and services. However, it does not specify the types of 
documents or records that should be maintained to demonstrate the evaluation, 
selection, and monitoring of these external sources. 

 Subclause 6.8.2 (Referral laboratories and consultants): Discusses the relationships 
with referral laboratories and consultants but lacks explicit guidance on the 
documentation or record-keeping processes necessary to ensure these relationships 
are managed according to defined standards. 

 Subclause 6.8.3 (Review and approval of externally provided products and services): 
Outlines requirements for reviewing and approving externally provided products and 
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services but does not detail the records required to document such reviews and 
approvals, nor the ongoing management of these external providers. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for 

managing externally provided products and services but does not detail the 
documentation or record-keeping requirements comprehensively. This omission could 
lead to varied practices that may not sufficiently ensure or demonstrate the proper 
oversight and integration of these external elements into laboratory operations. 

 Impact on Quality Control: Proper documentation is crucial for verifying that 
externally provided products and services meet required standards. Without clear 
documentation guidelines, ensuring consistent quality and compliance with laboratory 
standards can be challenging, potentially affecting overall laboratory performance. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and 
for ensuring that external contributions do not compromise the laboratory's quality 
and operational goals. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of externally provided 
products and services. This should include qualification records of external providers, 
contracts, service level agreements (SLAs), audit reports, and performance monitoring 
records. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
managing externally provided services and products, such as vendor assessment forms 
or service agreement templates, would help laboratories consistently apply these 
standards and ensure that all necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and effective oversight 
of external contributions over time. 

 

Conclusion The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 6.8 of ISO 

15189:2022 can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their 
externally provided products and services. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including 
detailed documentation requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve quality 
control, and ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 
 

Clause: 7.1 
Assessing the documentation and record requirements for Clause 7.1 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which covers general process requirements for medical laboratories, is essential for 
understanding the level of clarity provided within the standard regarding necessary 
documentation. This clause is foundational for ensuring that the processes within the 
laboratory are appropriately managed to support the accuracy, reliability, and efficiency of 
laboratory operations. 
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Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.1 
Clause 7.1 (General): This clause sets the stage for the process requirements necessary 
for maintaining laboratory quality and efficiency but does not specify the types of 
documents or records that should be maintained to demonstrate these processes are 
being managed according to the standard. It emphasizes the need for laboratories to 
identify risks to patient care and to mitigate them, yet it lacks explicit guidance on the 
documentation or record-keeping processes necessary to prove that these risk 
assessments and mitigations are performed effectively. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 provides a broad framework 

for managing general laboratory processes but does not detail the documentation or 
record-keeping requirements comprehensively. This lack of specificity could lead to 
varied practices that may not sufficiently ensure or demonstrate effective process 
management and risk mitigation. 

 Impact on Process Management: Proper documentation is crucial for verifying that all 
laboratory processes are controlled and continuously improved. Without clear 
documentation guidelines, maintaining consistency, traceability, and accountability in 
process management can be challenging, potentially affecting the overall quality of 
laboratory services. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and 
for ensuring that the laboratory's processes are aligned with its quality and operational 
goals. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of general laboratory 
processes. This should include risk assessment records, process monitoring logs, 
process improvement records, and records of corrective actions taken in response to 
process failures. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
process management, such as risk assessment forms or process audit checklists, would 
help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure that all necessary 
details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and managing processes 
effectively over time. 

 

Conclusion 
 The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.1 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their general process 
requirements. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation 
requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve process management, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
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Clause : 7.2 
Exploring the documentation and record requirements for Clause 7.2 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which concerns pre-examination processes in medical laboratories, is vital for assessing the 
clarity provided by the standard regarding necessary documentation. This clause is crucial for 
ensuring that all steps prior to the actual examination of specimens are properly managed to 
support the integrity and reliability of laboratory tests. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.2 
Clause 7.2 (Pre-examination processes): This clause details the activities that must be 
managed before the examination phase, such as sample collection, handling, and preparation. 
However, it lacks specific guidance on the types of documents or records that should be 
maintained to demonstrate that these pre-examination processes are effectively controlled. 

 Subclause 7.2.1 (General): Establishes the general requirements for pre-
examination processes but does not specify which records should be kept to 
document compliance with these requirements. 

 Subclause 7.2.2 (Laboratory information for patients and users): Mentions 
providing information to patients and users but does not detail the 
documentation or record-keeping necessary for tracking and managing this 
information. 

 Subclause 7.2.3 (Requests for providing laboratory examinations): Discusses 
handling requests for examinations, including the necessary information to 
process these requests, without specifying the records needed to ensure these 
requests are handled correctly. 

 Subclause 7.2.4 (Primary sample collection and handling): Outlines standards 
for sample collection and handling, yet lacks explicit instructions on recording 
these activities to ensure traceability and compliance. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Sub-Subclauses 
 Subclause 7.2.4.1 (General): Specifies general requirements for sample 

collection and handling but does not clarify the types of documents or records 
needed to demonstrate these practices are compliant with the standard. 

 Subclause 7.2.4.2 (Information for pre-collection activities): Discusses the 
provision of information for activities prior to sample collection. It lacks 
specifics on documenting these activities or maintaining records that ensure 
compliance with pre-collection instructions. 

 Subclause 7.2.4.3 (Patient consent): Highlights the necessity of obtaining 
patient consent for sample collection, particularly for more invasive 
procedures. However, it does not specify how consent should be documented 
or how these records should be maintained. 

 Subclause 7.2.4.4 (Instructions for collection activities): Outlines 
requirements for providing instructions for sample collection, yet fails to 
specify the required documentation to prove that collection activities adhere 
to these instructions. 

 Subclause 7.2.5 (Sample transportation): Describes the standards for 
transporting samples to the laboratory. The standard does not provide details 
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on how to document or record transportation conditions or the handling of 
samples during transit. 

 Subclause 7.2.6 (Sample receipt): Focuses on the procedures and 
documentation necessary when samples are received at the laboratory. While 
this clause implies a need for records, it does not detail what these records 
should include. 

 Subclause 7.2.7 (Pre-examination handling, preparation, and storage): 
Addresses the handling, preparation, and storage of samples before 
examination but lacks clarity on the documentation needed to verify that these 
processes have been executed correctly. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 provides guidelines for 

managing pre-examination processes but does not comprehensively detail the 
documentation or record-keeping requirements. This omission could lead to varied 
practices that may not sufficiently ensure or demonstrate the adequacy of these 
critical pre-examination procedures. 

 Impact on Process Integrity: Proper documentation is critical for verifying that pre-
examination processes are carried out correctly. Without clear documentation 
guidelines, it is difficult to trace the full process, potentially impacting the accuracy 
and integrity of laboratory results. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and 
for ensuring that pre-examination processes are aligned with the laboratory's quality 
and operational objectives. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of pre-examination 
processes. This should include logs for sample collection, patient instructions 
documentation, request handling records, and sample tracking forms. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for pre-
examination processes, such as sample requisition forms or sample handling logs, 
would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure that all 
necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and effectively 
managing pre-examination activities over time. 

 

Conclusion 
 The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.2 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their pre-examination 
processes. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation 
requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve process integrity, and ensure 
consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
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Clause 7.3 
Analyzing the documentation and record requirements for Clause 7.3 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with examination processes in medical laboratories, is pivotal in assessing how 
well these processes are documented within the standard. This clause is essential because it 
outlines the core activities that directly impact the accuracy and reliability of laboratory 
testing outcomes. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.3 
Clause 7.3 (Examination processes): This clause provides comprehensive details on the 
procedures and methodologies involved in laboratory examinations but does not specify the 
types of documents or records that should be maintained to demonstrate that these 
examination processes are controlled and validated. 
Sub-subclause Analysis: 

 Subclause 7.3.1 (General): Specifies general requirements for conducting 
examinations, such as the necessity for procedures to be defined, documented, and 
consistently applied, yet it lacks explicit guidance on how these procedures should be 
recorded or archived. 

 Subclause 7.3.2 (Verification of examination methods): Discusses the verification 
requirements for examination methods to ensure their suitability for routine use. 
However, the clause does not clearly outline the specific records needed to 
demonstrate the verification process and its outcomes. 

 Subclause 7.3.3 (Validation of examination methods): Outlines the requirements for 
validation but does not detail the documentation required to prove that methods have 
been validated according to prescribed standards. 

 Subclause 7.3.4 (Evaluation of measurement uncertainty (MU)): Specifies that 
measurement uncertainty must be evaluated, but lacks clarity on how laboratories 
should document these evaluations. 

 Subclause 7.3.5 (Biological reference intervals and clinical decision limits): Indicates 
that laboratories must establish and verify reference intervals and decision limits, yet 
it provides no specifics on recording these critical data points. 

 Subclause 7.3.6 (Documentation of examination procedures): While it suggests that 
examination procedures need to be documented, it does not provide detailed 
requirements on what these documents should encompass or how they should be 
managed. 

 Subclause 7.3.7 (Ensuring the validity of examination results): Emphasizes the 
importance of validating examination results but does not specify the records 
necessary to support the validity. 

Analysis of Specific Sub-Subclauses in ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.3.7 
 Subclause 7.3.7.1 (Ensuring the validity of examination results - General): This sub-

subclause outlines the general requirements for ensuring the validity of laboratory 
examination results but lacks specific guidance on the types of documents or records 
needed to prove that validity checks are performed consistently. 

 Subclause 7.3.7.2 (Use of quality control materials): Addresses the use of quality 
control (QC) materials to ensure ongoing validity of test results. However, it does not 
specify what records should be maintained regarding the QC protocols, results, and 
corrective actions taken when QC results are outside acceptable limits. 
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 Subclause 7.3.7.3 (Comparative testing): Discusses the requirement for comparative 
testing to ensure validity but provides no clarity on how to document these 
comparative analyses or the outcomes thereof. 

 Subclause 7.3.7.4 (Inter-laboratory comparison): Details the need for participation in 
inter-laboratory comparisons as a means to validate examination results, yet it does 
not detail the record-keeping requirements for such participation or the actions taken 
based on comparison outcomes. 

 
Justification of Lack of Clarity 

 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: While ISO 15189:2022 establishes rigorous 
requirements for examination processes, it does not comprehensively detail the 
documentation or record-keeping requirements. This omission can lead to varied 
practices that may not adequately demonstrate or ensure the reliability of 
examination processes. 

 Impact on Quality Assurance: Proper documentation is critical for verifying that 
examination processes are conducted correctly and results are reliable. Without clear 
documentation guidelines, maintaining consistency and traceability in examination 
processes can be challenging, potentially affecting the quality of laboratory services. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are vital for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and for 
ensuring that examination processes align with the laboratory's quality and 
operational goals. 

 
Recommendations for Improvement 

1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 
of documents and records required to support the management of examination 
processes. This includes logs of method verification and validation, records of 
measurement uncertainty calculations, and documentation related to the 
establishment of reference intervals. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
various examination processes, such as method validation reports or uncertainty 
calculation sheets, would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and 
ensure that all necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and managing 
examination activities effectively over time. 

 
Conclusion  
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.3 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their examination 
processes. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation 
requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve quality control, and ensure 
consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 
Clause: 7.4 
Reviewing the documentation and record requirements for Clause 7.4 and its sub-subclauses 
in ISO 15189:2022, which pertain to post-examination processes, is critical for ensuring the 
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accuracy and integrity of laboratory reporting and result management. This part of the 
standard is essential for defining how laboratories should handle, report, and archive test 
results, impacting patient care and compliance with healthcare regulations. 
 
 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.4 and Its Sub-Subclauses 
 Clause 7.4 (Post-examination processes): This clause broadly covers the steps that 

should be taken after testing is completed, but lacks specifics on the required 
documentation to ensure that these steps are followed properly. 

 Subclause 7.4.1.1 to 7.4.1.8: These detailed sub-subclauses specify various aspects of 
handling, reporting, and correcting examination results: 

 7.4.1.1 (Result reporting - General): Discusses the general requirements for 
reporting but does not detail the types of documents or records needed. 

 7.4.1.2 (Timeliness): Emphasizes timely result reporting without specifying 
documentation practices for tracking and verifying timeliness. 

 7.4.1.3 (Formats): Specifies that results should be reported in predefined 
formats, yet lacks guidance on how to document or maintain these reporting 
formats. 

 7.4.1.4 (Content): Details what should be included in reports but does not 
describe the records needed to ensure that all reports consistently contain this 
required information. 

 7.4.1.5 (Additional information): Notes that additional information should be 
available upon request without clarifying the record-keeping for such requests. 

 7.4.1.6 (Errors and delays): Instructs on handling reporting errors and delays 
but doesn't provide clarity on documenting these incidents or the corrective 
actions taken. 

 7.4.1.7 (Amendments): Covers how to handle amendments to results without 
detailing the documentation requirements for these amendments. 

 7.4.1.8 (Confidentiality): Stresses the importance of maintaining 
confidentiality in reporting without specifying how to document compliance 
with confidentiality standards. 

 Subclause 7.4.2 (Post-examination handling of samples): Addresses the handling of 
samples after testing, including storage and disposal, but lacks explicit instructions on 
recording these handling procedures. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: ISO 15189:2022 provides detailed 

expectations for post-examination processes but falls short in defining specific 
documentation or record-keeping requirements. This lack of clarity could lead to 
inconsistent practices that might not adequately demonstrate compliance or maintain 
the integrity of test results and patient data. 

 Impact on Compliance and Patient Safety: Proper documentation is crucial for 
verifying that post-examination processes safeguard patient results and ensure 
compliance with health regulations. Without clear documentation guidelines, 
maintaining accountability and traceability can be challenging, potentially affecting 
patient safety and laboratory accreditation. 
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 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are vital for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and for 
ensuring that post-examination processes are conducted properly. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of post-examination 
processes. This should include logs of report issuance and amendments, records of 
error handling and corrective actions, and documentation related to sample retention 
and disposal. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
various post-examination processes, such as error logs or amendment forms, would 
help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure all necessary details 
are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and managing post-
examination activities effectively over time. 

 

Conclusion  

The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.4 and its sub-
subclauses of ISO 15189:2022 can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and 
document their post-examination processes. Providing more comprehensive guidance, 
including detailed documentation requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, 
improve compliance, and ensure consistent adherence to the standard’s objectives. 
 

Clause: 7.5 
Examining the documentation and record requirements for Clause 7.5 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with the management of nonconforming work in medical laboratories, is essential 
for ensuring that errors and deviations are appropriately addressed. This clause is crucial as it 
outlines the procedures that should be followed when laboratory processes fail to meet their 
expected outcomes, directly affecting the quality and safety of laboratory services. 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.5 
 Clause 7.5 (Nonconforming work): This clause provides guidance on identifying, 

managing, and correcting nonconforming work, but it lacks specific details on the 
types of documents or records that should be maintained to demonstrate the effective 
management of such occurrences. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
 Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: While ISO 15189:2022 sets out requirements 

for handling nonconforming work, it does not provide detailed documentation or 
record-keeping requirements. This lack of specificity can lead to varied practices that 
may not sufficiently ensure or demonstrate the effective resolution and prevention of 
nonconformities. 

 Impact on Quality Control: Proper documentation is critical for verifying that 
nonconformities are identified, analyzed, and rectified. Without clear documentation 
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guidelines, it is challenging to maintain a reliable quality control system that can 
preemptively address potential issues before they impact test results or patient safety. 

 Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: Consistent documentation and record-
keeping are essential for demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and 
for ensuring that nonconforming work is managed according to the laboratory's quality 
standards. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of nonconforming 
work. This should include records of the identification of nonconformities, actions 
taken to address them, and the outcomes of those actions, as well as any follow-up 
measures implemented to prevent recurrence. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
managing nonconforming work, such as nonconformity reports, corrective action 
forms, and preventive action plans, would help laboratories consistently apply these 
standards and ensure that all necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and managing quality 
control effectively over time. 

 

Conclusion  
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.5 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and document their handling of 
nonconforming work. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed 
documentation requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve quality control, 
and ensure consistent compliance with the  
 

Clause: 7.6 
For Clause 7.6 of ISO 15189:2022, which covers "Control of data and information 
management," we need to examine whether the documentation and record requirements 
provided are clear and sufficient for implementation. This clause is crucial as it deals with how 
laboratories manage and safeguard the integrity and confidentiality of data, which are 
fundamental to the reliability and trustworthiness of laboratory results. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.6 
Procedures to control all information and data related to laboratory activities. However, it 

typically does not specify the detailed record-keeping practices or the types of documents 
that should be maintained to demonstrate these controls. 

Subclause 7.6.2 (Authorities and responsibilities for information management): 
While this subclause discusses the need for defining authorities and responsibilities 
related to information management, it may not provide explicit guidance on 
documenting these responsibilities or the delegation of authority in terms of 
information handling. 
Subclause 7.6.3 (Information systems management): This part outlines requirements 
for the management of information systems used within the laboratory. Although the 
need for secure and reliable systems is emphasized, the standard might lack specific 
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directives on the records needed to demonstrate compliance with these requirements, 
such as logs of system access or changes. 
Subclause 7.6.4 (Downtime plans): It mentions the necessity for having plans to 
address information system downtime. However, detailed documentation 
requirements for these plans, including how they are tested and activated, might not 
be clearly articulated. 
Subclause 7.6.5 (Off-site management): Discusses the management of information 
processed outside of the laboratory’s main facilities. The standard may not clearly 
outline what documentation is required to manage and secure data effectively when 
handled off-site. 

 
 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 The ISO 15189:2022 standard may provide a framework for managing information and 
data but often does not specify the detailed documentation or record-keeping 
requirements needed for implementation. This lack of specificity could result in varied 
practices that might not uniformly meet audit and compliance requirements. 
Impact on Data Integrity and Security: 

 Effective information management is critical to maintaining the integrity and 
confidentiality of laboratory data. Without clear documentation guidelines, there 
could be risks related to data breaches, unauthorized access, and data loss, all of which 
could significantly impact laboratory operations and patient safety. 
Need for Enhanced Record-Keeping Protocols: 

 Detailed documentation practices are essential not only for demonstrating compliance 
during audits but also for ensuring that data management processes are transparent, 
traceable, and secure over time. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of information 
systems, including logs, access records, and incident reports. 

2. Templates and Guidance: Providing templates or examples of how to document data 
management procedures, authority delegations, and downtime plans would help 
laboratories consistently apply these standards. 

3. Clear Guidance on Data Security Practices: Additional details on securing and 
documenting the handling of data, especially in digital formats and when managed off-
site, would strengthen the overall security practices of laboratories. 
 

Conclusion 
The ambiguity in documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.6 of ISO 15189:2022 
may lead to inconsistencies in implementing effective data and information management 
practices across laboratories. More comprehensive guidance, including specific 
documentation requirements, would enhance clarity, improve data security measures, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard's intent. 
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Clause: 7.7 
To address the documentation and record requirements for Clause 7.7 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with the management of complaints, we must analyze each subclause to 
determine if the standards provide clear and adequate guidance on the necessary 
documentation and records. This analysis will help justify any perceived lack of clarity and 
suggest areas for improvement. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.7 
Subclause 7.7.1 (Process): This subclause outlines the necessity for laboratories to 
have a process in place for managing complaints. However, it typically does not specify 
the exact types of documentation or records that should be maintained to 
demonstrate the handling of complaints, such as records of the complaints received, 
actions taken, and the resolution of each complaint. 
Subclause 7.7.2 (Receipt of complaint): While this section requires laboratories to 
document the receipt of complaints, the standard may not provide explicit guidance 
on how these records should be formatted or maintained. There is also a lack of detail 
on the required content of these records, such as the information that must be 
captured at the point of complaint receipt. 
Subclause 7.7.3 (Resolution of complaint): This part discusses the resolution process 
for complaints, including the necessary follow-up actions and communication with the 
complainant. However, there may be insufficient details on how to document these 
processes comprehensively, including the final outcome and any corrective actions 
implemented. 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 The ISO 15189:2022 standard provides a framework for managing complaints but 
stops short of detailing the documentation requirements. This lack of specificity could 
lead to inconsistent record-keeping practices, which might not adequately capture all 
aspects of complaint handling. 
Impact on Quality Management: 

 Effective complaint management is crucial for continuous quality improvement in 
laboratories. Without clear documentation guidelines, it can be challenging to track 
trends, identify recurring issues, and implement systematic changes to improve 
services. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Consistent documentation and record-keeping are essential for demonstrating 
compliance during accreditation audits and for ensuring that the complaint 
management process is transparent, traceable, and effective. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the complaint management process, 
including logs of all complaints received, actions taken, and resolutions achieved. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of complaint records 
would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure that all 
necessary information is captured. 
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3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long complaint records 
should be retained would aid laboratories in compliance and quality management over 
time. 
 

Conclusion 
The ambiguity in documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.7 of ISO 
15189:2022 may lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories handle complaints. More 
comprehensive guidance, including explicit documentation requirements and 
examples, would enhance clarity, improve the effectiveness of the complaint 
management process, and ensure consistent compliance with the standard's intent. 
 

Clause: 7.8  
To evaluate the documentation and record requirements for Clause 7.8 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with continuity and emergency preparedness planning, we need to examine each 
subclause for clarity and specificity in guidance regarding the necessary documentation. This 
clause is crucial for ensuring that laboratories maintain operations during unforeseen 
disruptions, safeguarding the accuracy and timeliness of test results even in adverse 
conditions. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 7.8 
Subclause 7.8.1 (General): This subclause mandates that laboratories must establish, 
implement, and maintain plans to ensure continuity of operations and respond to 
emergencies. However, it may not specify the detailed types of documentation or 
records that should be maintained to demonstrate the development, implementation, 
and periodic review of these plans. 
Subclause 7.8.2 (Continuity of operations): While this section requires laboratories to 
develop plans for maintaining key operations in the event of an interruption, the 
standard might lack explicit guidance on documenting these processes. This includes 
a lack of details on what should be included in the records, such as the identification 
of critical processes, resources required, and roles during disruptions. 
Subclause 7.8.3 (Emergency preparedness): This part discusses the need for 
emergency preparedness to respond to incidents that could impact the laboratory's 
ability to operate. Similar to other sections, there may be insufficient specificity on 
how these emergency response plans should be documented, including detailed 
actions, personnel assignments, and communication protocols during emergencies. 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for managing continuity and emergency 
preparedness but does not detail the documentation requirements thoroughly. This 
omission could lead to varied record-keeping practices that may not comprehensively 
capture the preparedness and responsiveness of the laboratory. 
Impact on Operational Readiness: 

 Effective management of operational continuity and emergency preparedness is 
crucial for the reliability of laboratory services, especially during unexpected 
disruptions. Without clear documentation guidelines, it can be challenging to ensure 
that plans are thorough, up-to-date, and ready to be implemented when needed. 
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Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 
 Consistent documentation and record-keeping practices are essential for 

demonstrating compliance during accreditation audits and for ensuring that the 
laboratory is prepared to manage emergencies effectively. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support continuity and emergency 
preparedness planning. This should include plans, actions taken during drills, updates 
following plan evaluations, and training records. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for 
continuity plans and emergency responses would help laboratories consistently apply 
these standards and ensure that all necessary details are systematically recorded. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention: Additional guidance on how long these records should 
be retained would aid laboratories in maintaining compliance and readiness over time. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 7.8 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories prepare for and respond to emergencies and 
disruptions. Providing more comprehensive guidance, including detailed documentation 
requirements and examples, would enhance clarity, improve operational readiness, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 

 

Clause: 8.1 
To address the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.1 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which covers the general management system requirements, we must analyze the subclauses 
to determine whether the standard provides clear and sufficient guidance on the necessary 
documentation and records. This clause is critical because it sets the foundation for the 
management system that supports the quality and competence of the laboratory. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.1 
Subclause 8.1.1 (General): This subclause establishes that the laboratory must 
document a quality management system (QMS) that is appropriate to the scope of its 
activities. However, it may not specify what specific documentation should be 
produced or how detailed it needs to be, which can leave laboratories uncertain about 
how to adequately document their QMS to meet the standard's requirements. 
Subclause 8.1.2 (Fulfillment of management system requirements): This section 
mandates the laboratory to meet the requirements of the standard, but often, it lacks 
clear directives on documenting compliance or the integration of the management 
system into the laboratory’s overall operations. This may include a lack of specifics 
regarding records of compliance checks or audits. 
Subclause 8.1.3 (Management system awareness): It requires that all personnel be 
aware of the management system relevant to their role. While it emphasizes the 
necessity of training and communication, it might not provide detailed guidelines on 
documenting such awareness programs or tracking their effectiveness. 
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Justification of Lack of Clarity 

Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 
 ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for establishing a QMS but does not provide 

detailed documentation or record-keeping requirements for demonstrating the 
implementation of these systems. This omission can lead to variability in practices, 
which may not meet the accreditation or regulatory requirements. 
Impact on Quality Management: 

 Effective documentation is crucial for the operation and continual improvement of the 
QMS. Without clear documentation guidelines, it can be challenging to ensure that the 
management system is consistently applied, effectively reviewed, and continually 
improved. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Consistent and comprehensive documentation and record-keeping are essential for 
transparency, traceability, and accountability within the laboratory’s management 
system. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the establishment and maintenance of 
the QMS. This could include QMS policies, objectives, process documentation, 
compliance records, and audit logs. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of documentation for the 
QMS elements would help laboratories consistently apply these standards and ensure 
that all necessary information is systematically captured and maintained. 

3. Guidance on Document Control and Retention: Additional guidance on 

controlling and retaining these documents would help laboratories in maintaining 
compliance and readiness for internal or external audits. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.1 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories document and maintain their management 
systems. More comprehensive guidance, including specific documentation requirements and 
practical examples, would enhance clarity, improve the effectiveness of the QMS, and ensure 
consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 

 
 

Clause: 8.2 
To address the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.2 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which focuses on management system documentation, we must examine the specific 
subclauses to assess whether the standard provides clear and sufficient guidance on the 
necessary documentation and records. This clause is pivotal for defining how the laboratory's 
management system documentation should be structured and maintained. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.2 
Subclause 8.2.1 (General): This subclause outlines the requirement for the laboratory 
to establish and maintain a documented management system. While it specifies that 



44 
 

the management system must include certain documents like policies and procedures, 
it may lack specifics on the exact format, content, and frequency of updates, which can 
lead to inconsistencies in how documents are created and maintained. 
Subclause 8.2.2 (Competence and quality): This section emphasizes the need for 
documentation that demonstrates the competence of the laboratory and its 
commitment to quality. However, it might not provide explicit instructions on the types 
of records or proof necessary to demonstrate these elements effectively, such as 
specific examples or templates for documenting staff competencies or quality 
assurance activities. 
Subclause 8.2.3 (Evidence of commitment): It requires documentation that shows 
commitment from management towards the implementation and improvement of the 
management system. The standard could be lacking in guiding how this commitment 
should be documented or how evidence of this commitment should be regularly 
reviewed and updated. 
Subclause 8.2.4 (Documentation): Although it refers to the need for proper 
documentation practices, there may be insufficient detail on document control 
processes such as creation, approval, revision, and disposal of documents, which are 
crucial for maintaining the integrity and effectiveness of the management system. 
Subclause 8.2.5 (Personnel access): This part requires documentation to ensure 
appropriate access to documents by personnel, but might not clarify the required 
methods for controlling or recording such access, which is important for safeguarding 
sensitive information and ensuring that only authorized personnel can view or modify 
certain documents. 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 provides an overarching framework for what should be documented 
within the management system but often does not delve into the specifics of how 
these documents should be managed, controlled, or maintained. This absence of 
detailed guidelines can result in variable documentation practices across laboratories. 
Impact on Compliance and Operational Efficiency: 

 Precise and accessible documentation is critical for operational efficiency and 
compliance with regulatory requirements. Without clear guidelines, laboratories 
might struggle to maintain documents that are current and compliant, potentially 
impacting the overall effectiveness of the management system. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Standardized documentation and record-keeping practices are essential for ensuring 
consistency, reliability, and traceability within the laboratory’s management system. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents required, their expected content, and the format. It should also provide 
guidance on the frequency of document reviews and updates. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of key documents such as 
policy statements, quality manuals, or evidence of management commitment could 
help laboratories consistently apply these standards. 
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3. Detailed Document Control Procedures: Additional guidance on document control 
procedures, including access control, revision history, and archiving, would support 
laboratories in maintaining document integrity and compliance. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.2 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories document and manage their management 
systems. More comprehensive guidance, including specific documentation requirements and 
practical examples, would enhance clarity, improve the management of documents, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 

 

Clause: 8.3 
To evaluate the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.3 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which is focused on the control of management system documents, we need to examine each 
subclause to determine whether the standard provides clear and comprehensive guidance 
regarding the necessary documentation and records. This clause is crucial as it governs how 
documents within the laboratory's management system should be managed, ensuring that 
they remain current, relevant, and properly authorized. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.3 
Subclause 8.3.1 (General): This subclause mandates that the laboratory establishes a 
documented procedure to control all documents that form part of its management 
system. While it specifies the need for such procedures, it might lack specific details 
on the types of documents to be controlled, the exact processes for review, approval, 
and updates, or the mechanisms to ensure document integrity and security. 
Subclause 8.3.2 (Control of documents): This section requires that documents must 
be reviewed and approved for adequacy by authorized personnel before issue. 
However, the standard could be improved by specifying what constitutes 'adequacy', 
how approval is to be documented, how changes and current document status are to 
be identified, and how outdated documents are to be handled to prevent unintended 
use. 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 While ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for document control within the 
management system, it often does not delve into specifics about managing the 
lifecycle of documents, from creation to disposal. This lack of detail can lead to 
inconsistencies in document control practices across different laboratories. 
Impact on Document Integrity and Compliance: 

 Proper document control is essential for maintaining the integrity of management 
system documents. Without clear guidelines on how to handle document approvals, 
revisions, and archiving, there is a risk of errors, unauthorized changes, or use of 
obsolete documents, which can compromise the laboratory's compliance and quality. 
Need for Enhanced Record-Keeping Protocols: 

 Detailed and clear record-keeping protocols are needed to ensure that all document 
changes are traceable and that personnel have access to the most current and 
authorized documents necessary for their responsibilities. 



46 
 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Control Requirements: The standard should explicitly define 

the processes for document control, including details on documenting the approval, 
revision, distribution, and archiving of documents. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples of document control 
records, such as log sheets for document revisions, approval forms, or archiving labels, 
could help laboratories implement these standards consistently. 

3. Clear Guidance on Electronic Document Management: With the increasing use of 
electronic document management systems, additional guidance on controlling 
electronic documents and ensuring their security and integrity would be beneficial. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.3 of ISO 15189:2022 
may lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories control their management system documents. 
Providing more comprehensive guidance, including specific requirements for the 
documentation of control processes and practical examples, would enhance clarity, improve 
the effectiveness of document management practices, and ensure consistent compliance with 
the standard’s objectives. 

 

Clause: 8.4 
To address the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.4 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with the control of records, we must carefully examine each subclause to assess 
whether the standard provides clear and detailed guidance on the necessary documentation 
and records. This clause is fundamental because it defines how the laboratory should manage 
its records to ensure they support the integrity and effectiveness of the management system. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.4 
Subclause 8.4.1 (Creation of records): This subclause requires that laboratories create 
and maintain records to provide evidence of conformity to requirements and of the 
effective operation of the management system. While it outlines the necessity of 
records, it might not provide explicit details on the types of records required, specific 
formats, or examples of adequate records, which can lead to ambiguities in 
implementation. 
Subclause 8.4.2 (Amendment of records): This section specifies that records must be 
identifiable and traceable, and that any amendments to records must be signed or 
initialed by the person making the amendment. However, it may lack guidance on 
documenting the process for amendments or the systems for managing electronic 
records amendments, including tracking changes and ensuring the integrity of records. 
Subclause 8.4.3 (Retention of records): It mandates that records be retained for a 
period that is compliant with applicable regulations and able to support all necessary 
audits. The clause may not clearly specify retention timeframes for different types of 
records or provide guidance on secure storage methods that protect record integrity 
over time. 
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Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 provides general guidelines on the need for creating and maintaining 
records but often lacks specific instructions on the format, maintenance, and retention 
of these records. This can result in variability in record-keeping practices, potentially 
affecting the laboratory's ability to demonstrate compliance and traceability. 
Impact on Quality and Compliance: 

 Effective record control is essential for maintaining the quality of laboratory operations 
and for demonstrating compliance with regulatory and accreditation requirements. 
Inadequate guidelines on record control can lead to poor management of records, 
which might hinder the laboratory's operations and its audits. 
Need for Enhanced Record-Keeping Protocols: 

 Detailed record-keeping protocols are needed to ensure records are accurate, 
complete, and maintained in a manner that supports laboratory operations and 
compliance requirements effectively. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Record Control Requirements: The standard should clearly define the 

requirements for the creation, amendment, and retention of records, including 
specific examples of adequate record formats and the details that must be included to 
ensure records meet regulatory and operational needs. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for common types of 
records, such as calibration records, training logs, or quality control records, could help 
laboratories consistently apply these standards. 

3. Guidance on Electronic Records Management: With many laboratories using 
electronic systems for record-keeping, additional guidance on managing electronic 
records, including security measures, electronic signatures, and data integrity, would 
be highly beneficial. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.4 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories control their records. Providing more 
comprehensive guidance, including specific requirements for record formats, amendments, 
and retention, along with practical examples, would enhance clarity, improve the 
management of records, and ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 

 
 
 
 

Clause: 8.5 
To evaluate the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.5 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which focuses on "Actions to address risks and opportunities for improvement," we need to 
critically examine each subclause for clarity and comprehensiveness regarding the necessary 
documentation and records. This clause is essential as it ensures laboratories proactively 
manage potential risks and seize opportunities to enhance the quality of their operations. 
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Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.5 
Subclause 8.5.1 (Identification of risks and opportunities for improvement): This 
section mandates that laboratories identify risks and opportunities that need to be 
addressed to ensure the management system can achieve its intended results, prevent 
or reduce undesired impacts, and achieve continual improvement. However, it may 
not specify what documentation should be generated during the identification process 
or how these records should be managed, which can lead to ambiguities in tracking 
and reviewing these activities. 
Subclause 8.5.2 (Acting on risks and opportunities for improvement): While this 
subclause requires that the laboratory plans and implements actions to address these 
risks and opportunities, it might lack detailed guidance on documenting these actions, 
including how the effectiveness of these actions should be evaluated and recorded. 
The absence of specific instructions on documenting the rationale for the decisions, 
the actions taken, and their outcomes could result in inconsistencies in how these are 
implemented and audited. 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for addressing risks and opportunities but often 
does not delve into the specifics regarding the documentation or record-keeping 
required to support these activities. This lack of detailed guidance can lead to 
variability in practices across different laboratories, potentially affecting the ability to 
consistently manage risks and capitalize on opportunities. 
Impact on Quality Management and Compliance: 

 Effective management of risks and opportunities is critical for enhancing the quality 
and effectiveness of laboratory operations. Inadequate guidelines for documenting 
these processes can lead to challenges in monitoring the effectiveness of actions taken 
and demonstrating compliance with this clause during audits. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Detailed record-keeping is essential for ensuring that actions taken to address risks 
and opportunities are traceable, justifiable, and effective. This supports continual 
improvement and compliance with regulatory and accreditation requirements. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the identification and management of 
risks and opportunities, including how to document the analysis, decisions made, 
actions taken, and reviews of effectiveness. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documenting risk 
assessments and actions to address opportunities could help laboratories implement 
these standards more consistently and effectively. 

3. Guidance on Review and Update Procedures: Additional guidance on how often these 
documents should be reviewed and updated, and how these reviews should be 
documented to capture changes and improvements over time, would be beneficial. 
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Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.5 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage risks and opportunities. More 
comprehensive guidance, including specific documentation requirements and practical 
examples, would enhance clarity, improve the management of risks and opportunities, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 

 

Clause: 8.6 
To evaluate the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.6 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which focuses on "Improvement," we must analyze each subclause to assess whether the 
standard provides clear and detailed guidance on the necessary documentation and records. 
This clause is crucial as it addresses the processes that laboratories should establish to drive 
continuous improvement in the quality and effectiveness of their services. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.6 
Subclause 8.6.1 (Continual improvement): This section mandates that the laboratory 
shall continually improve the suitability, adequacy, and effectiveness of its 
management system. While the clause emphasizes the need for continual 
improvement, it might lack specific guidance on the types of documentation required 
to demonstrate these improvement activities, such as records of improvement 
initiatives, effectiveness evaluations, and changes made to processes. 
Subclause 8.6.2 (Laboratory patients, user, and personnel feedback): It requires that 
the laboratory shall seek feedback from patients, users, and personnel to improve the 
management system and laboratory activities. However, the standard may not detail 
how to document this feedback, the procedures for analyzing the feedback, or how 
the outcomes should be recorded and used to foster improvement. 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 provides a general framework for improvement but often does not 
delve into specifics regarding the documentation or record-keeping required to 
support and demonstrate continual improvement activities. This lack of detailed 
guidance can lead to inconsistencies in how improvements are documented and 
tracked across different laboratories. 
Impact on Quality Management and Compliance: 

 Effective documentation of improvement activities is crucial for maintaining the 
quality of laboratory operations and for demonstrating compliance with quality 
standards during audits. Inadequate guidelines for documenting these processes can 
make it difficult to track the effectiveness of improvements and to justify changes 
made to laboratory operations. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Detailed and standardized record-keeping is essential for ensuring that improvement 
activities are traceable, measurable, and aligned with the goals of the laboratory. This 
supports the laboratory's objectives for quality enhancement and regulatory 
compliance. 
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Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support continual improvement, including 
records of improvements planned and implemented, results of improvement efforts, 
and feedback from stakeholders. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documenting feedback, 
improvement plans, and evaluations of improvement efforts could help laboratories 
implement these standards more consistently and effectively. 

3. Guidance on Feedback Analysis and Use: Additional guidance on how to collect, 
analyze, and use feedback effectively should be included, detailing how this process 
should be documented to ensure that it contributes to meaningful improvements. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.6 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage and demonstrate their continual 
improvement efforts. More comprehensive guidance, including specific documentation 
requirements and practical examples, would enhance clarity, improve the management of 
improvement activities, and ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 

 

Clause: 8.7 
To evaluate the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.7 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with "Nonconformities and corrective actions," we need to scrutinize each 
subclause to determine whether the standard provides clear and comprehensive guidance on 
the necessary documentation and records. This clause is essential as it addresses how 
laboratories should manage nonconformities and corrective actions to ensure quality and 
compliance. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.7 
Subclause 8.7.1 (Actions when nonconformity occurs): This section requires 
laboratories to take action to control and correct nonconformities and deal with their 
consequences. While it specifies the need for such actions, it may lack detailed 
guidance on how these actions should be documented, including the specific records 
needed to track nonconformities, the steps taken to address them, and the personnel 
involved. 
Subclause 8.7.2 (Corrective action effectiveness): It mandates that the laboratory 
evaluates the effectiveness of corrective actions taken. However, the standard might 
not provide explicit instructions on how to document this evaluation process or the 
criteria for determining the effectiveness of corrective actions, which can lead to 
ambiguities in verifying whether issues have been resolved satisfactorily. 
Subclause 8.7.3 (Records of nonconformities and corrective actions): Although this 
subclause references the need for maintaining records, it may not clearly define what 
these records should include, how they should be formatted, or how long they should 
be retained, leading to potential inconsistencies in record-keeping practices across 
different laboratories. 
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Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 outlines the requirements for managing nonconformities and 
corrective actions but often lacks detailed guidance on the specific documentation or 
records required. This absence can result in variability in how these critical elements 
are documented, tracked, and reviewed. 
Impact on Quality Management and Compliance: 

 Proper documentation of nonconformities and corrective actions is crucial for 
maintaining the quality and compliance of laboratory operations. Inadequate 
guidelines for documenting these processes can lead to challenges in demonstrating 
compliance with the standard during audits and in ensuring continuous improvement. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Detailed and standardized record-keeping is essential for ensuring that 
nonconformities are adequately recorded and corrective actions are effectively 
implemented and monitored. This supports the laboratory's objectives for compliance, 
quality enhancement, and risk management. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support the management of nonconformities 
and corrective actions, including details of the nonconformity, actions taken, 
individuals involved, and the outcomes of these actions. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documenting 
nonconformities and corrective actions could help laboratories implement these 
standards more consistently and effectively. 

3. Guidance on Record Retention and Access: Additional guidance on how long to retain 
these records and who should have access to them would be beneficial for maintaining 
long-term compliance and for facilitating audits. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.7 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage nonconformities and corrective 
actions. More comprehensive guidance, including specific documentation requirements and 
practical examples, would enhance clarity, improve the management of nonconformities, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
 
 

Clause: 8.8 
To address the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.8 of ISO 15189:2022, 
which deals with "Evaluations," we need to assess each subclause to determine whether the 
standard provides clear and sufficient guidance on the necessary documentation and records. 
This clause is vital as it encompasses the evaluation processes that laboratories must perform 
to ensure continual improvement and compliance with regulatory requirements. 

 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.8 
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Subclause 8.8.1 (General): This section states that laboratories must conduct regular 
evaluations of their management system and testing processes. While it specifies the 
need for regular evaluations, it may lack detailed guidance on documenting these 
evaluations, including what forms the evaluations should take, how often they should 
be conducted, and how the findings should be documented and acted upon. 
Subclause 8.8.2 (Quality indicators): It mandates that laboratories establish quality 
indicators to monitor and measure performance. However, the standard might not 
provide explicit instructions on how to document the establishment, monitoring, and 
results of these quality indicators, potentially leading to inconsistencies in how these 
indicators are tracked and reviewed. 
Subclause 8.8.3 (Internal audits): This part requires that the laboratory conducts 
internal audits at planned intervals to determine whether the quality management 
system conforms to planned arrangements and is effectively implemented and 
maintained. The clause might lack clarity on how to document the audit process, 
including preparation, execution, reporting, and follow-up actions. 

 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 outlines the requirements for various evaluations but often lacks 
detailed guidance on the specific documentation or records required to support these 
evaluation activities. This lack of specificity can result in variable documentation 
practices, potentially affecting the laboratory's ability to demonstrate compliance and 
continual improvement. 
Impact on Quality Management and Compliance: 

 Proper documentation of evaluations, quality indicators, and internal audits is crucial 
for maintaining the integrity and effectiveness of laboratory operations. Inadequate 
guidelines for documenting these processes can lead to difficulties in tracking 
performance, identifying areas for improvement, and demonstrating compliance 
during external audits. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Detailed and standardized record-keeping is essential for ensuring that evaluations are 
traceable and that actions based on evaluations are properly implemented and 
monitored. This supports the laboratory's objectives for quality enhancement and 
regulatory compliance. 

 
Recommendations for Improvement 

1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 
of documents and records required to support evaluation processes, including the 
planning and implementation of quality indicators and internal audits, as well as the 
handling of outcomes from these evaluations. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documenting 
evaluation processes, quality indicators, and audit trails could help laboratories 
implement these standards more consistently and effectively. 

3. Guidance on Evaluation and Audit Cycles: Additional guidance on the frequency and 
depth of evaluations and audits, as well as on the retention of records related to these 
activities, would be beneficial for ensuring ongoing compliance and improvement. 
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Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.8 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories manage their evaluation processes. More 
comprehensive guidance, including specific documentation requirements and practical 
examples, would enhance clarity, improve the management of evaluations, and ensure 
consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 

 
 
 

Clause : 8.9 
To tackle the documentation and record requirements for Clause 8.9 of ISO 15189:2022, which 
focuses on "Management reviews," we must critically examine each subclause to determine 
if the standard provides clear and adequate guidance on the necessary documentation and 
records. This clause is crucial because management reviews are key to ensuring the 
continuous suitability, adequacy, and effectiveness of the laboratory's management system. 

 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.9 
Subclause 8.9.1 (General): This section stipulates that top management must review 
the laboratory's management system at planned intervals to ensure its continuing 
suitability, adequacy, and effectiveness. While it underscores the necessity of these 
reviews, it may not provide explicit guidance on documenting the review process, 
including what specific information should be recorded, how the findings should be 
documented, or how actions based on these reviews should be tracked. 
Subclause 8.9.2 (Review input): It lists various inputs that should be considered during 
the management review, such as feedback from patients and users, the outcomes of 
recent audits, or changes in external and internal issues that are relevant to the 
management system. However, the standard might lack clarity on how to document 
these inputs systematically to ensure that they are comprehensively evaluated during 
the review process. 
Subclause 8.9.3 (Review output): This part requires documentation of the outcomes 
of management reviews, including decisions and actions related to improvements, 
changes to the management system, or resource needs. There might be insufficient 
detail on how to format these records, what details to include, and how to ensure 
these documents are actionable and traceable. 
 

Justification of Lack of Clarity 
Inadequate Documentation Guidelines: 

 ISO 15189:2022 provides a framework for conducting management reviews but often 
lacks detailed guidance on the specific documentation or records required to support 
these activities effectively. This lack of detail can result in variability in how 
management reviews are documented, potentially affecting the laboratory's ability to 
demonstrate continuous improvement and compliance. 
Impact on Quality Management and Compliance: 
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 Proper documentation of management reviews is essential for ensuring that the 
laboratory continuously enhances its operations and complies with quality standards. 
Inadequate guidelines for documenting these reviews can lead to challenges in 
maintaining an effective and auditable record of management decisions and actions. 
Need for Standardized Record-Keeping: 

 Detailed and standardized record-keeping is crucial for ensuring that management 
reviews are transparent, comprehensive, and useful in driving strategic decisions and 
improvements. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
1. Explicit Documentation Requirements: The standard should clearly define the types 

of documents and records required to support management reviews, including how to 
document review inputs, the review process itself, and the outputs or actions derived 
from these reviews. 

2. Templates and Examples: Providing templates or examples for documenting 
management reviews could help laboratories implement these standards more 
consistently and effectively. This could include templates for agenda items, meeting 
minutes, and action item tracking. 

3. Guidance on Follow-up Actions: Additional guidance on how to track and document 
the implementation of decisions made during management reviews would be 
beneficial for ensuring that actions are completed and their effectiveness is evaluated. 
 

Conclusion 
The lack of explicit documentation and record requirements in Clause 8.9 of ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories conduct and document management reviews. 
More comprehensive guidance, including specific documentation requirements and practical 
examples, would enhance clarity, improve the effectiveness of management reviews, and 
ensure consistent compliance with the standard’s objectives. 
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CHAPTER-05 
 

Challenging the Adequacy of ISO 15189:2022: A Critical Dissection of Its 

Clauses and Their Shortcomings 

 

ARTICLE 

 
ISO 15189:2022 sets out to establish stringent quality and competence standards for medical 

laboratories. While it is designed as a comprehensive framework to guide laboratory 

operations, it is not without its flaws. Across various key clauses—ranging from impartiality 

and confidentiality, structural and managerial requirements, to the specifics of personnel, 

testing procedures, and management systems—the standard exhibits significant shortcomings. 

These include a lack of clarity and practical guidance, ambiguities that complicate compliance, 

and a failure to adapt to the evolving needs of modern laboratories. Such deficiencies not only 

challenge the implementation of the standard but also question its effectiveness in ensuring 

reliable and efficient laboratory operations. This article delves deeply into these critical issues, 

highlighting the gaps that could potentially hinder the standard's ability to fulfil its intended 

role in the real-world setting. 

 

Deficiencyof Clause 4.1: Impartiality 
Clause 4.1 mandates laboratories to operate impartially and manage relationships and pressures 

that could compromise this impartiality. The ambiguity of phrases like "monitor its activities 

to identify threats to its impartiality" reveals a profound lack of precision, leaving too much 

open to interpretation. This vague directive fails to provide laboratories with a clear 

methodology or specific examples, resulting in a clause that is both impractical and susceptible 

to subjective interpretation. 

 

Key Deficiencies:  
 Vague Terminology: The use of abstract terms such as "impartiality" and "threats" 

without concrete definitions or context leads to inconsistent applications across 

laboratories, risking the integrity of laboratory operations. 

 Lack of Practical Guidance: The clause lacks detailed instructions on how to 

effectively monitor and mitigate potential conflicts of interest or external pressures, 

crucial for maintaining impartiality. 

 Inadequate Framework: There is no clear framework or set of tools provided for 

identifying and managing the nuanced and complex nature of conflicts of interest that 

modern laboratories face. 

 

Deficiency in Clause 4.2: Confidentiality 

Clause 4.2 outlines the requirements for managing confidentiality, emphasizing the protection 

of patient information. However, it similarly suffers from unclear language regarding "legally 

enforceable agreements" and the scope of confidentiality, leading to diverse interpretations and 
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potentially inconsistent practices among laboratories. This lack of specificity can result in non-

compliance with data protection laws and jeopardize patient confidentiality. 

 

Core Issues: 
 Ambiguous Legal Terms: The clause does not specify what qualifies as "legally 

enforceable agreements," leaving laboratories uncertain about their legal obligations 

and the extent of confidentiality required. 

 Inadequate Handling of Digital Data: In today's digital age, the clause fails to address 

the complexities of digital data protection, encryption, and cybersecurity threats 

adequately. 

 

Overarching Improvement Strategies 
To address the deficiencies and enhance the clarity and applicability of Clause 4, the following 

strategies should be implemented: 

 Specification of Terms and Examples: Introduce clear definitions and specific 

examples of potential conflicts of interest, pressures, and what constitutes legally 

enforceable agreements. This includes scenarios that reflect the complexity of modern 

medical practices. 

 Detailed Guidance and Protocols: Develop comprehensive guidelines and protocols 

for monitoring and mitigating threats to impartiality and for managing confidentiality. 

These should include modern challenges such as cybersecurity and digital data 

management. 

 Regular Training and Audits: Establish mandatory training programs for all 

laboratory staff on maintaining impartiality and confidentiality, complemented by 

regular audits to ensure compliance with the standards. 

 

Detailed Critique of Clause 5: Management and Personnel 
 Clause 5.1 - Legal Entity Clause 5.1 mandates that the laboratory must be a legal 

entity, able to be held legally responsible for its activities. The clause's simplicity, 

however, masks its inadequacy in guiding laboratories on achieving and maintaining 

legal status, particularly across different jurisdictions where legal implications may 

vary wildly. The lack of specificity leads to a broad interpretation, potentially 

jeopardizing compliance and undermining the laboratory's legal foundation. 

 Clause 5.2 - Laboratory Director The requirements for a laboratory director's role are 

broadly defined in terms of qualifications and responsibilities but fail to provide 

concrete criteria for evaluating competency and leadership effectiveness. This 

vagueness can lead to inconsistent leadership quality and impede effective laboratory 

management. 

 Clause 5.3 - Laboratory Activities This clause outlines the necessity for well-

documented laboratory activities. However, it falls short in providing explicit directives 

on the scope and detail required in these documents. The resultant ambiguity can lead 

to variations in the implementation of these procedures, impacting the consistency and 

quality of laboratory outputs. 

 Clause 5.4 - Quality Management System While Clause 5.4 attempts to establish a 

framework for quality management, its generic descriptions of required authority and 

resources lack the detail needed to implement a robust quality management system 

effectively. This oversight can lead to insufficient authority and resources being 

allocated, undermining the laboratory's quality management efforts. 

 Clause 5.5 - Objectives and Policies The clause is critiqued for its broad and unclear 

guidelines on setting objectives and policies that ensure good professional practice. The 
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lack of detailed guidance on formulating, monitoring, and updating these objectives and 

policies can lead to misalignments with actual laboratory needs and practices, 

potentially compromising service quality and compliance. 

 

Overarching Improvement Strategies 
To rectify the deficiencies identified in Clause 5, the following general improvements are 

proposed: 

 Enhanced Specificity and Examples: Provide detailed examples and explicit criteria 

across all sub-clauses to guide laboratories in implementing the standards. This includes 

defining legal responsibilities, qualifications for leadership, and specific documentation 

practices. 

 Comprehensive Leadership Framework: Develop a clear framework for evaluating 

the competencies and effectiveness of laboratory directors, including detailed job 

descriptions, performance indicators, and leadership training requirements. 

 Robust Documentation Protocols: Establish rigorous documentation guidelines that 

specify the depth and breadth of information required, ensuring consistency and 

compliance in laboratory operations. 

 Regular Updates and Consultations: Implement a mechanism for regularly updating 

the standard based on feedback from laboratory professionals and other stakeholders, 

ensuring that it remains relevant and effective in a rapidly evolving healthcare 

landscape. 

 Integrated Quality Management Resources: Provide resources and tools to support 

the implementation of quality management systems, including templates for policy 

documentation, risk management tools, and training modules for staff development. 

 

Detailed Critique of Clause 6: External Services and Facilities 
 Clause 6.2.1 - General Personnel Requirements This subclause aims to ensure 

laboratories have sufficient and competent staff but is vague about what "sufficient" 

and "competent" mean in practical terms. The ambiguity leads to inconsistent staffing 

levels and qualifications across laboratories, which can compromise the quality of 

laboratory results and patient safety . 

 Clause 6.3.5 - Sample Collection Facilities Although intended to set standards for 

sample collection that ensure patient comfort and test integrity, this subclause's lack of 

explicit requirements allows for broad interpretations. Many laboratories may meet 

only minimal standards, potentially compromising patient privacy and the quality of 

specimens collected, which are crucial for accurate diagnostics . 

 Clause 6.4.3 - Equipment Acceptance The requirements for the acceptance and 

maintenance of laboratory equipment are crucial for ensuring test accuracy. However, 

this subclause fails to specify procedures for evaluating equipment performance over 

time, leading to variability in how equipment is maintained and calibrated, thus 

affecting the reliability of test results . 

 

Core Issues across Clause 6 
 Vagueness and Lack of Specificity: The clause frequently uses broad terms without 

defining them, leading to varied implementations that can affect laboratory efficiency 

and compliance. 

 Insufficient Practical Guidance: There is a noticeable gap in actionable instructions 

or examples on how to apply the standards, especially in diverse laboratory settings. 
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 Ambiguity in Key Terms: Essential terms are not clearly defined, which leads to 

inconsistencies in interpretation and application, affecting the overall quality of 

laboratory services. 

 

Overarching Improvement Strategies 
To enhance the clarity and applicability of Clause 6, the following improvements are 

recommended: 

 Clear Definitions and Examples: Define all critical terms and provide detailed 

examples of how standards can be met in different types of laboratory environments. 

 Comprehensive Guidelines for Personnel and Equipment: Establish detailed 

guidelines for staffing and equipment management that include specific criteria for 

personnel competence and equipment maintenance protocols. 

 Regular Updates and Feedback Mechanisms: Implement a systematic approach to 

update the clause based on feedback from laboratory professionals and technological 

advancements in the field. 

 

Detailed Critique of Clause 7: Examination Processes 
 Clause 7.3.2.a - Verification of Examination Procedures This subclause requires 

laboratories to verify that examination procedures perform as expected before use. 

However, it lacks specificity about how to evaluate the performance of these procedures 

against intended use, leading to inconsistent implementation across laboratories. This 

vagueness compromises the reliability of laboratory results and patient safety. 

 Clause 7.3.7.2.e - Statistical Techniques in Quality Control While this subclause 

mandates the recording of quality control data to detect trends and shifts, it fails to 

specify which statistical techniques should be employed and under what circumstances. 

This omission can lead to the underutilization of robust statistical methods, thereby 

affecting the laboratory's ability to detect and respond to quality issues promptly. 

 Clause 7.3.7.2.c - Alternative Quality Control Methods This part of the standard 

provides for the use of alternative quality control methods when appropriate materials 

are not available. However, the clause is critically deficient in offering concrete 

guidelines for implementing these alternatives, leading to varied practices that may not 

adequately safeguard test accuracy. 

 

Core Issues across Clause 7 
 Ambiguity and Lack of Specificity: The language used in Clause 7 is often too broad, 

lacking the necessary detail that would enable consistent and correct application in 

diverse laboratory settings. 

 Inadequate Guidance for Modern Technologies: The clause does not adequately 

address the use of advanced technologies in laboratory testing, which are essential for 

maintaining high standards of accuracy and reliability. 

 Insufficient Examples and Case Studies: There is a notable absence of examples or 

case studies that could guide laboratories in applying the standards effectively, 

especially in complex scenarios. 

 

Overarching Improvement Strategies 
To address these significant issues, the following general improvements are proposed for 

Clause 7: 

 Enhanced Detail and Clarity: Each subclause should be revised to include specific 

instructions, criteria, and definitions that leave no room for ambiguous interpretations. 
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 Integration of Modern Techniques: Update the standard to incorporate guidance on 

using modern technologies and methodologies, ensuring that laboratories can maintain 

pace with advancements in medical science. 

 Comprehensive Examples and Guidelines: Provide a range of examples and detailed 

case studies demonstrating the application of each clause to real-world scenarios, which 

will aid in more uniform implementation across laboratories. 

 Regular Updates and Feedback Mechanisms: Establish a structured mechanism for 

regularly updating the clause based on technological advancements and feedback from 

laboratory professionals, ensuring the standard remains relevant and practical.  

 

Detailed Critique of Clause 8: Management System Requirements 
 Clause 8.2.1 - Quality Management System Documentation This subclause 

mandates that all processes and systems related to meeting the standard's requirements 

be documented. However, it suffers from vague definitions of what constitutes 

'adequate' documentation and lacks clear instructions on maintaining or updating these 

documents. This vagueness can lead to inconsistencies in how documentation is 

handled across laboratories, impacting the overall efficacy of quality management 

systems . 

 Clause 8.2.3 - Evidence of Management Commitment The requirement for 

laboratory management to show evidence of their commitment to the development and 

continual improvement of the management system is critically underspecified. The 

standard fails to define what 'evidence of commitment' should look like, leading to 

varied interpretations and implementations that may not effectively support the quality 

goals of the laboratory. 

 Clause 8.2.4 - Management System Documentation While the clause requires 

comprehensive documentation, it does not specify the extent or format of the 

documentation, nor does it guide the periodic review or revision of these documents. 

This lack of detail can result in outdated or inefficient management systems that fail to 

adapt to changing laboratory or regulatory requirements. 

 Clause 8.6 - Internal Audits The guidelines for conducting internal audits are 

described but do not include sufficient detail on the qualifications of the auditors, the 

frequency of audits, or the methods for addressing findings. This can lead to ineffective 

auditing processes that do not capture significant deficiencies or lead to meaningful 

improvements. 

 Clause 8.7 - Nonconformities and Corrective Actions This crucial subclause 

addresses how laboratories should manage nonconformities and take corrective actions. 

However, it is critically flawed by not specifying how nonconformities should be 

identified, documented, and rectified in a timely manner. The standard’s failure to 

provide a structured approach to managing critical incidents can compromise patient 

safety and laboratory accuracy. 

 

Core Issues across Clause 8 
 Ambiguity and Inadequate Guidance: The pervasive use of non-specific language 

and the absence of detailed procedural guidance undermine the clause’s effectiveness. 

 Lack of Practical Examples: Without concrete examples or case studies, laboratories 

are left to interpret the requirements on their own, leading to inconsistent practices. 

 Insufficient Detail on Compliance and Improvement Measures: The standards do 

not sufficiently delineate the steps for continuous improvement or compliance 

monitoring, essential for maintaining accreditation and enhancing laboratory services.  
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Overarching Improvement Strategies 
 Enhanced Specificity and Clarity: Provide clear, actionable instructions and 

definitions within each subclause to minimize ambiguity and ensure uniform 

application. 

 Comprehensive Guidance and Examples: Include detailed examples and guidelines 

for documentation, audits, and nonconformity management that reflect a variety of 

laboratory settings. 

 Regular Updates and Stakeholder Engagement: Establish a continuous review 

process involving a wide range of stakeholders to keep the standard relevant and 

responsive to advancements in laboratory practices and technologies. 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

Evaluating the Adequacy of ISO 15189:2022: 
While ISO 15189:2022 endeavours to set a comprehensive standard for the operations and 

management of medical laboratories, it currently falls short in several key areas across its 

various clauses. From a lack of clarity and practical guidance in Clause 4 to the deficiencies in 

addressing the contemporary needs of laboratories as seen in Clauses 5, 6, 7, and 8, there is a 

significant need for improvement. These clauses are critical for ensuring the integrity, 

reliability, and efficiency of laboratory practices but often fail to provide the detailed protocols 

and specific examples that would facilitate effective implementation and compliance. By 

refining the language, offering concrete operational examples, and aligning the standards more 

closely with modern requirements, ISO can substantially enhance the standard's utility. Such 

improvements will ensure that the standard not only meets the evolving needs of dynamic 

medical environments but also effectively supports laboratories in delivering high-quality and 

safe services. This critical dissection underscores the urgent need for updates that would enable 

ISO 15189:2022 to truly fulfil its role as a cornerstone of quality in medical laboratory settings. 
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CHAPTER-5A 
 

 

Challenging the Adequacy of ISO 15189:2022: A Critical Dissection of Its 
Clauses and Their Shortcomings 

 
ANALYSIS 

 
 
 
 

Companion Standards Deficiency in ISO 15189:2022 
 
ISO 15189:2022 references several companion standards within its clauses and sub-clauses, 
yet it fails to clarify whether adherence to these companion standards is mandatory. This 
ambiguity poses significant challenges for users, as it creates uncertainty regarding the 
adequacy of the requirements specified within ISO 15189 itself. Users may be unsure of how 
much their practices align with or deviate from the expectations set forth by these companion 
standards. 
 
Moreover, each companion standard represents an additional cost. If these standards are not 
explicitly required, users may be reluctant to purchase and consult them. It would be 
beneficial if ISO 15189:2022 either recommended a minimum set of companion standards or 
integrated key requirements from these standards directly into the main document. 
In practice, it has been observed that companion standards often provide incomplete 
guidelines, further complicating their utility. If each companion standard's adequacy were 
thoroughly evaluated, significant deficiencies would likely be revealed, frustrating users who 
seek comprehensive and actionable guidance. 
 

The following companion standards are mentioned in ISO 15189:2022: 
 

1. ISO 15190: Requirements for safety, facility, and environment condition. 
2. ISO 20658: Requirements for the collection and transport of samples. 
3. ISO TS 20914:2019: Practical guide for the estimation of measurement uncertainty. 
4. ISO 22367:2020: Application of risk management to medical laboratories. 
5. ISO 22870: Point-of-care testing (POCT) — Requirements for quality and competence. 
6. ISO 35001: Details for laboratory biorisk management. 
7. ISO/TS 22583: Guidance for supervisors and operators of point-of-care testing 

equipment. 
8. ISO 20658: Details for sample collection facilities. 
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9. ISO 17511: Management of compromises in the metrological traceability of 
misbrands. 

10. ISO 20186, ISO 20166, ISO 20184, ISO 23118, ISO 4307: Detailed information for 
samples from various sources for specific analytes. 

11. ISO 19011: Guidance for auditing management systems. 
 
 
 
In conclusion, while companion standards can enhance the comprehensiveness of ISO 
15189:2022, their current implementation leaves much to be desired. Explicitly stating the 
necessity of these standards and integrating essential requirements directly into the main 
document would greatly improve clarity and usability, thereby ensuring better compliance 
and higher quality in medical laboratory practices. 
 

 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189 Clause 4.1 : Impartiality 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 4.1 of ISO 15189:2022 emphasizes the need for impartiality in laboratory activities. The 
clause mandates that laboratories must operate impartially and manage relationships and 
pressures that could compromise this impartiality. However, the wording, such as "laboratory 
shall monitor its activities to identify threats to its impartiality" could be perceived as vague, 
as it lacks specific examples or a detailed method for identifying such threats, potentially 
leaving it open to subjective interpretations. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The abstract nature of terms like "impartiality" and "threats" without concrete definitions or 
examples can lead to inconsistencies in how different laboratories identify and manage such 
threats. Laboratories may struggle with determining what constitutes a "relationship that 
threatens impartiality" and how to mitigate it effectively. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The main deficiency in Clause 4.1 is the lack of detailed guidance on how to practically ensure 
impartiality. While the clause addresses the need for a structure that safeguards impartiality 
and the importance of management commitment, it does not provide a clear framework or 
tools for identifying and managing potential conflicts of interest or pressures. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
A laboratory could interpret "monitoring activities" as a simple annual review, which might be 
inadequate for identifying more subtle or complex threats to impartiality. Additionally, 
laboratories might struggle with interpreting what constitutes adequate measures to 
"eliminate or minimize" the effect of identified threats. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Failure to effectively interpret and apply the requirements of Clause 4.1 can lead to 
compromised impartiality in laboratory operations, directly impacting the quality and 
integrity of test results. This can diminish trust among stakeholders and potentially lead to 
non-compliance with accreditation requirements. 
f) Improvement Proposals 
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1. Specification of Examples: Introduce specific examples of potential conflicts of 
interest and pressures that could threaten impartiality. 

2. Guidance on Monitoring and Mitigation: Provide detailed guidelines on monitoring 
techniques and effective strategies for managing identified threats. 

3. Regular Audits and Reviews: Recommend regular audits and impartiality reviews, 
perhaps facilitated by external bodies, to ensure ongoing compliance. 

4. Training and Awareness: Suggest mandatory training for all staff on the importance of 
impartiality and how to maintain it within their specific roles. 

 
 
 
 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 4.1 of ISO 15189:2022 highlights the critical importance of maintaining 
impartiality in laboratory operations, the clause could benefit significantly from more precise 
language and practical guidance. Enhancing the clause with specific examples, clearer 
monitoring and mitigation strategies, and compulsory training can ensure more consistent 
application and understanding across all laboratories, ultimately safeguarding the quality and 
integrity of laboratory testing. 
 

Clause 4.2 Confidentiality Analysis :  
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 4.2 of ISO 15189:2022 outlines the requirements for managing confidentiality in 
laboratory activities, emphasizing the protection of patient information and the laboratory's 
responsibility in managing this data. The clause specifies that laboratories must have legally 
enforceable agreements to manage all patient information, maintaining privacy and 
confidentiality. However, the current wording may lack clarity on what constitutes "legally 
enforceable agreements" and does not specify the extent or nature of such agreements, 
potentially leading to varying interpretations and applications. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The clause's use of general terms like "legally enforceable agreements" and "confidential 
information" without detailed definitions or context can lead to inconsistent interpretations 
and practices among laboratories. There might be confusion over what information must be 
disclosed to whom and under what circumstances, particularly when balancing legal 
obligations and patient confidentiality. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
A significant deficiency is the lack of detailed guidance on implementing confidentiality 
practices, especially in diverse regulatory environments. The clause does not address modern 
challenges such as digital data protection, encryption, and cybersecurity threats, which are 
crucial for maintaining confidentiality in today’s technologically advanced era. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "legally enforceable agreements" merely as standard privacy 
policies without considering specific legal requirements pertinent to different jurisdictions, 
which may lead to non-compliance with some local data protection laws. Furthermore, the 
responsibility for confidentiality when sharing patient information with third parties (e.g., 
referral labs or consultants) might not be adequately managed. 
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e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate protection of confidentiality can lead to breaches of patient privacy, resulting in 
legal penalties, loss of accreditation, and damaged reputation. Furthermore, it can affect the 
trust relationship between patients and medical facilities, potentially impacting patient 
willingness to undergo necessary testing if they fear breaches of confidentiality. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Definitions and Examples: Enhance the clause with clear definitions and 
examples of "confidential information" and "legally enforceable agreements," tailored 
to include both paper-based and digital data. 

2. Guidance on Digital Security: Provide guidelines on digital data protection, including 
recommendations for secure data transmission, encryption, and handling breaches. 

3. Training Requirements: Recommend mandatory training for all personnel on the 
principles of confidentiality, including case studies on common breaches and their 
mitigation. 

4. Audit and Compliance Checks: Encourage regular audits and compliance checks by 
external bodies to ensure adherence to confidentiality protocols across jurisdictions. 

 
g) Conclusion 
Clause 4.2 of ISO 15189:2022 establishes the framework for managing confidentiality in 
laboratory operations, which is fundamental for protecting patient privacy and maintaining 
trust. However, this clause would benefit from further refinement and expansion to address 
the complexities of data management in the digital age and to provide laboratories with 
clearer guidance on implementing effective confidentiality practices. Enhancing this clause 
could help standardize practices across laboratories and ensure better compliance with global 
data protection regulations. 
 

Analysis of clause 4.3 Requirements regarding patients: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 4.3 of ISO 15189:2022 focuses on ensuring that laboratories prioritize patients' well-
being, safety, and rights in their operations. The clause outlines responsibilities for 
laboratories, including maintaining patient confidentiality, managing patient samples and 
information, and providing necessary information to patients and healthcare providers. 
However, the current wording may be too broad and lacks specificity in describing how 
laboratories should fulfil these requirements, potentially leading to variations in 
implementation. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The broad language used in this clause, such as "ensuring the ongoing availability and integrity 
of retained patient samples," may result in different interpretations of what constitutes 
adequate measures. Laboratories might struggle with determining the extent of necessary 
actions to comply fully with these requirements, particularly in diverse regulatory 
environments. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The clause does not provide detailed guidance on the practical implementation of these 
responsibilities. For instance, it lacks specifics on the technological and procedural steps 
required to safeguard patient information and ensure the integrity of sample handling. There 
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is also no mention of how to handle specific scenarios, such as breaches of patient 
confidentiality or sample mishandling. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "ensuring the ongoing availability and integrity of retained 
patient samples" as merely physical storage requirements, neglecting aspects like digital data 
security or the procedures for handling samples during unforeseen disruptions (e.g., power 
outages or natural disasters). 
e) Impact on Quality 
Misinterpretations or insufficient implementations of the requirements in Clause 4.3 can 
directly impact patient safety, the accuracy of laboratory results, and the privacy of patient 
information. Such impacts could undermine trust in laboratory services, lead to errors in 
patient care, and result in non-compliance with regulatory requirements, affecting the 
laboratory's accreditation and reputation. 
 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Implementation Guidance: Enhance the clause with specific guidelines on 
the physical and digital protection of patient samples and information, including 
examples of best practices. 

2. Scenario-Based Protocols: Provide protocols for handling specific scenarios, such as 
data breaches, sample contamination, and emergency disruptions, to ensure 
continuity of care. 

3. Regular Training and Audits: Recommend ongoing training for laboratory personnel 
on patient rights and safety, complemented by regular audits to ensure compliance 
with the clause's requirements. 

4. Stakeholder Engagement: Encourage laboratories to engage with patients and 
healthcare providers to improve transparency and adapt practices to meet user needs 
effectively. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 4.3 of ISO 15189:2022 clearly underscores the importance of prioritizing 
patients' well-being, safety, and rights, it requires further refinement to provide clear, 
actionable guidance to laboratories. By detailing specific actions, providing scenario-based 
protocols, and ensuring regular compliance checks, the standard can help laboratories more 
effectively implement practices that safeguard patient interests and enhance the overall 
quality of laboratory services. 
 

Analysis of clause 5.1 and 5.2: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 5.1 - Legal Entity: This clause stipulates that the laboratory or its parent organization 
must be a legal entity capable of being held legally responsible for its activities. The wording 
is straightforward but might lack specific guidance on what constitutes legal responsibility in 
different jurisdictions, which could lead to varying interpretations and applications. 
Clause 5.2 - Laboratory Director: This clause outlines the qualifications, competence, 
responsibilities, and authority of the laboratory director. While it sets a framework for 
leadership accountability, it may not specify enough detail about the delegation of duties or 
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the criteria for assessing the director's competence, potentially leading to inconsistent 
leadership quality across laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
Clause 5.1: Laboratories might struggle with understanding the full legal implications of their 
operational structure, particularly in international or multi-jurisdictional settings where legal 
definitions and responsibilities might vary significantly. 
Clause 5.2: Without detailed guidance on what constitutes "specified qualifications and 
competence," laboratories might interpret these requirements differently, affecting the 
uniformity of management quality. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
Clause 5.1: Lacks details on how to verify or demonstrate that a laboratory meets the criteria 
of being a legal entity, especially in a global context with varying legal systems. 
Clause 5.2: Does not provide enough detail on the processes for evaluating the laboratory 
director’s performance and effectiveness, nor does it address succession planning, which is 
crucial for maintaining consistent leadership and governance. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Clause 5.1: Laboratories might assume that any form of legal registration suffices for 
compliance, without considering specific obligations like liability, data protection, and patient 
rights specific to their operational context. 
Clause 5.2: A laboratory might appoint a director based solely on academic qualifications 
without adequately assessing managerial competence or leadership ability, which are critical 
for this role. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Misinterpretations or inadequate implementations of these clauses can lead to governance 
issues, affecting the laboratory's ability to effectively manage quality and compliance. Poor 
leadership as a result of vague director requirements can lead to operational inefficiencies, 
reduced staff morale, and potential compliance risks. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Enhanced Detail and Examples for Legal Entity Requirements: Provide examples of 
the types of legal entity structures suitable for different settings, along with checklists 
or guidelines for compliance in various jurisdictions. 

2. Comprehensive Criteria for Director Competence: Establish clearer criteria for the 
qualifications and competences of laboratory directors, including leadership and 
management skills, with guidelines for periodic review and evaluation. 

3. Guidance on Delegation and Succession: Include detailed protocols for the delegation 
of duties and succession planning to ensure continuous and effective leadership. 

4. Training Programs: Recommend specific training programs for laboratory directors 
focusing on governance, compliance, and quality management to ensure they are 
equipped to fulfil their roles effectively. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clauses 5.1 and 5.2 of ISO 15189:2022 lay a foundational framework for the legal and 
managerial structure of laboratories, they could be significantly strengthened by providing 
more detailed guidance and examples. This would help ensure that laboratories are not only 
compliant with the standard but are also managed in a way that promotes consistent quality 
and operational excellence across different regulatory environments. Enhanced clarity and 
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specificity in these clauses would support laboratories in achieving higher standards of 
accountability and effectiveness in their governance structures. 
 

Analysis of clause 5.3 : 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 5.3 - Laboratory Activities: This clause sets out the requirements for laboratory 
activities, emphasizing the documentation and conformance to specified and documented 
procedures. While it broadly covers the need for laboratories to document and define the 
scope of their activities, the clause might lack specific directives on how to document these 
activities or measure their conformance, potentially leading to variations in implementation. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
Laboratories might find it challenging to interpret what constitutes adequate documentation 
and conformance. The clause does not specify the depth of documentation required or the 
standards for measuring conformance, which might lead to inconsistencies in how 
laboratories document their procedures and assess their adherence to these procedures. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The main deficiency in Clause 5.3 lies in its lack of specific examples or detailed guidelines on 
establishing, documenting, and verifying laboratory activities. Without these specifics, 
laboratories may not have a clear understanding of how to effectively implement these 
requirements to ensure consistent quality across their operations. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "specify and document the range of laboratory activities" as a 
simple listing of tests offered, without incorporating detailed descriptions of the 
methodologies, technologies, and personnel competencies involved in each activity. This 
could lead to a lack of clarity and uniformity in how services are provided and managed. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate or inconsistent documentation and verification of laboratory activities can lead to 
errors in test processing, ambiguities in service provision, and non-compliance with regulatory 
requirements. This inconsistency can directly impact the quality of laboratory outputs and 
undermine the reliability of laboratory results. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Documentation Guidelines: Provide comprehensive guidelines on the level 
of detail required in documenting laboratory activities, including examples of effective 
documentation practices. 

2. Standardized Conformance Measures: Develop standardized metrics or checklists for 
assessing conformance with documented procedures, helping laboratories uniformly 
apply quality controls. 

3. Regular Audits and Reviews: Recommend periodic audits and reviews of laboratory 
activities by external bodies to ensure adherence to documentation and conformance 
standards. 

4. Training and Continuing Education: Encourage ongoing training and continuing 
education for laboratory personnel to keep them abreast of documentation standards 
and best practices in laboratory management. 

 
g) Conclusion 
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Clause 5.3 of ISO 15189:2022 outlines essential requirements for managing laboratory 
activities, but it would benefit greatly from more detailed guidance and practical examples. 
Enhancing the clause with specific documentation standards and conformance metrics would 
help ensure that laboratories not only comply with the standard but also achieve high-quality 
outputs through consistent and effective management of their activities. This approach would 
strengthen the integrity of laboratory operations and enhance the reliability of laboratory 
results, ultimately improving patient care outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 5.4.1 General 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 5.4 - Structure and Authority: This clause addresses the organizational structure, 
management responsibilities, and the interrelationships of personnel involved in technical 
operations and support services. The current wording emphasizes the need for clear 
definitions of responsibility and authority but may lack specifics on how to implement these 
structures effectively, particularly in laboratories with complex hierarchies or multiple 
locations. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The generality of the terms used in this clause, such as "define its organization" and "specify 
the responsibility," can lead to various interpretations about the depth and breadth of the 
structural details required. Laboratories might struggle with how to document and maintain 
these structures, especially in dynamic environments where roles and responsibilities are 
frequently evolving. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The clause does not provide detailed guidance or examples on the practical application of 
setting up a management structure or defining authority lines in different laboratory contexts. 
It also lacks direction on handling conflicts of authority or overlap in roles, which are common 
in larger or multi-departmental laboratories. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
A laboratory might interpret the requirement to "define its organization" as a simple 
organizational chart without incorporating detailed role descriptions or procedures for 
resolving authority conflicts. This could result in ambiguities and inefficiencies, especially 
when critical decisions need alignment across various departments. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate definition of structure and authority can lead to poor communication and unclear 
responsibilities, directly impacting the quality and timeliness of laboratory results. 
Mismanagement of these aspects can also affect compliance with regulatory requirements 
and undermine the overall effectiveness of the laboratory’s quality management system. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Organizational Models: Provide model organizational structures tailored to 
different types of laboratory settings, offering templates for role descriptions and 
authority lines. 

2. Guidance on Conflict Resolution: Include guidance on handling conflicts of authority 
and overlapping responsibilities, with examples of effective conflict resolution 
strategies. 
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3. Regular Training and Workshops: Recommend regular training programs and 
workshops to help laboratory personnel understand their roles and responsibilities 
within the organizational structure. 

4. Audit and Feedback Mechanisms: Encourage the implementation of regular audits 
and feedback mechanisms to assess the effectiveness of the organizational structure 
and make necessary adjustments. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 5.4 of ISO 15189:2022 establishes the framework for organizational structure 
and authority within laboratories, it could benefit from more precise and detailed 
implementation guidance. Providing laboratories with clear models, conflict resolution 
strategies, and regular evaluations could help ensure that these structures support rather than 
hinder laboratory operations, thereby enhancing the overall quality and reliability of 
laboratory services. Enhanced clarity and specificity in this clause would support laboratories 
in achieving higher standards of governance and operational effectiveness. 
 

Analysis Clause 5.4.2: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 5.4.2 - Quality Management: This subclause states that the laboratory must have 
designated personnel with the authority and resources necessary to address the management 
system, ensure the effectiveness of laboratory activities, and manage deviations. While it 
establishes a framework for quality management responsibilities, the wording may not fully 
capture the scope of authority or the specifics about resource allocation necessary for 
effective quality management. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The broad language regarding "authority and resources needed" might lead to varied 
interpretations regarding the extent of authority and the type and amount of resources 
required. Laboratories might struggle with determining appropriate levels of authority and 
resource allocation necessary to meet the quality management requirements effectively. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The primary deficiency in Clause 5.4.2 lies in its lack of detailed guidance on: 

 Resource Allocation: How to determine what resources are necessary and sufficient 
for carrying out the duties associated with managing quality. 

 Specific Authority Levels: Exact definitions of the authority levels needed to enforce 
quality management practices effectively. 

 Roles and Responsibilities: Clear demarcation of roles and responsibilities, particularly 
in laboratories with complex operational structures. 

 
 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories may interpret "resources needed" too narrowly, focusing solely on physical 
resources like equipment and software, while neglecting other critical resources such as 
training, personnel time, and access to information. Similarly, the lack of specificity about 
"authority" can lead to insufficient empowerment of personnel tasked with quality 
management, undermining their ability to enforce necessary changes and compliance. 
e) Impact on Quality 
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Insufficiently defined authority and resources for personnel responsible for quality 
management can result in ineffective quality controls, inconsistent compliance with 
procedures, and potential failures in meeting regulatory standards. This can ultimately 
compromise the reliability and accuracy of laboratory results and affect patient safety. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Resource Guidelines: Offer specific guidelines on the types of resources 
needed for effective quality management, including human resources, financial 
budgets, access to information, and technological tools. 

2. Authority Clarification: Provide clear descriptions of the authority levels required for 
individuals responsible for quality management, including decision-making powers 
and their scope. 

3. Role and Responsibility Templates: Create detailed templates or examples of roles 
and responsibilities for quality management personnel, tailored to different sizes and 
types of laboratories. 

4. Regular Training and Capacity Building: Establish mandatory training programs 
focused on quality management principles and practices, aiming to equip designated 
personnel with the necessary skills and knowledge. 

 
g) Conclusion 
To strengthen the effectiveness of Clause 5.4.2, it is crucial to address its current deficiencies 
by providing more detailed, practical guidance on the allocation of resources and the 
definition of authority. Enhancing this clause with explicit instructions and examples would 
help ensure that laboratories implement robust and effective quality management systems, 
thereby enhancing the overall quality and reliability of laboratory testing services. 
 

Analysis clause 5.5: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 5.5 - Objectives and Policies: This clause stipulates that laboratory management must 
establish and maintain objectives and policies to ensure good professional practice and the 
provision of examinations that fulfill their intended use. While the clause sets forth a broad 
framework for objectives and policies, it may lack specificity regarding how these should be 
formulated, monitored, and updated, potentially leading to varying implementations. 
 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The general nature of terms such as "objectives" and "policies" can lead to varied 
interpretations about the extent and specificity required. Laboratories might struggle with 
how detailed these objectives and policies need to be and how to align them with changing 
regulatory requirements and technological advancements. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The main deficiency of Clause 5.5 is its lack of detailed guidance on: 

 Objective Setting: Specific examples or methodologies for setting measurable and 
achievable objectives. 

 Policy Development: Clear instructions on how to develop policies that are 
comprehensive, compliant with applicable standards, and adaptable to technological 
and methodological changes in the laboratory environment. 
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 Review and Update Mechanisms: Procedures for regularly reviewing and updating 
objectives and policies to reflect changes in laboratory practices and regulatory 
environments. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories may interpret "establish and maintain objectives and policies" as a one-time 
requirement, neglecting the need for ongoing reviews and updates as their operations evolve. 
Additionally, there might be confusion over the level of detail and scope that these policies 
should cover, potentially leading to either overly generic or unnecessarily complex policies. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistently defined or outdated objectives and policies can lead to misalignments with 
laboratory practices and regulatory standards, potentially compromising the quality of 
laboratory examinations and the reliability of results. This can affect patient care and 
laboratory accreditation status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Guidance on Objective and Policy Formation: Provide detailed guidelines on forming 
specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) objectives and 
comprehensive policies that align with both internal needs and external regulatory 
requirements. 

2. Examples and Templates: Offer templates and example objectives and policies that 
can be adapted to different types of laboratory environments. 

3. Regular Review Processes: Recommend procedures for the regular review of 
objectives and policies, including triggers for reviews such as technological changes, 
regulatory updates, or significant incidents. 

4. Training Programs: Suggest training programs for laboratory management on strategic 
planning, policy formulation, and change management to ensure that objectives and 
policies remain relevant and effective. 

g) Conclusion 
While Clause 5.5 of ISO 15189:2022 outlines the necessity of establishing and maintaining 
objectives and policies for laboratory operations, it could be significantly strengthened by 
providing more precise guidance and practical tools. Enhancing the clause with specific 
examples, regular review mechanisms, and training resources would help ensure that 
laboratories develop and maintain objectives and policies that support high-quality testing 
services and adapt to evolving operational and regulatory landscapes. This approach would 
reinforce the integrity and effectiveness of laboratory operations and enhance the reliability 
of laboratory results, ultimately improving patient outcomes. 
 

 
 
Analysis of clause 5.6 
 

Here's an analysis of ISO 15189:2022's Clause 5.6, which addresses risk management 
within the laboratory: 

 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 5.6 - Risk Management: This clause requires laboratory management to establish, 
implement, and maintain processes to identify risks to patient safety and opportunities for 
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improving patient care associated with its examinations and activities. The clause, while 
comprehensive in scope, may be overly broad and lack specific instructions or methodologies 
for identifying, assessing, and managing risks, potentially leading to inconsistencies in 
implementation across different laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The general wording related to "identifying risks" and "opportunities for improvement" can 
lead to various interpretations of what risks should be prioritized and how improvements 
should be identified and implemented. Laboratories may struggle with how to effectively 
integrate risk management into their daily operations and how to align these practices with 
other quality management processes. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The primary deficiency in Clause 5.6 lies in its lack of specific guidance on: 

 Risk Identification Methods: Detailed methodologies or tools for identifying risks 
associated with laboratory activities. 

 Risk Assessment Techniques: Clear strategies or techniques for assessing the severity 
and likelihood of identified risks. 

 Risk Mitigation Strategies: Specific actions or controls that can be implemented to 
mitigate identified risks effectively. 

 Documentation and Review: Procedures for documenting risk management activities 
and for regularly reviewing and updating the risk management process. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "identifying risks" as a simplistic or one-time activity rather than 
an ongoing process that involves continuous monitoring and updating based on new 
information or changes in laboratory practices. Similarly, the lack of detailed guidance on risk 
mitigation could lead to insufficient or inappropriate responses to identified risks. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Ineffective risk management can lead to unmitigated risks, potentially causing harm to 
patients, affecting the accuracy of test results, and leading to non-compliance with regulatory 
requirements. This can undermine patient trust in laboratory services and affect the 
laboratory’s accreditation status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Risk Management Framework: Provide a comprehensive risk management 
framework that includes specific steps for risk identification, assessment, mitigation, 
and review. 

2. Tools and Resources: Offer tools and resources, such as risk assessment matrices or 
software that can help laboratories systematically manage risks. 

3. Training and Workshops: Recommend regular training sessions and workshops on risk 
management to build the capacity of laboratory staff in this crucial area. 

4. Integration with Other Quality Processes: Encourage the integration of risk 
management with other quality management processes, such as non-conformity 
management and continuous improvement, to create a cohesive system. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 5.6 of ISO 15189:2022 sets out the requirements for risk management in 
laboratory settings, it would benefit from more detailed and actionable guidance to ensure 
consistent and effective implementation. By enhancing the clause with specific 
methodologies, tools, and training resources, laboratories can develop robust risk 
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management processes that not only protect patients but also foster continuous 
improvement and compliance with evolving standards and regulations. This approach would 
reinforce the integrity and effectiveness of laboratory operations and enhance the reliability 
of laboratory results, ultimately improving patient care outcomes. 
 
 
 
 
 

Analysis of clause 6.2.1: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.2.1 - General Personnel Requirements: This subclause requires that laboratories 
have access to a sufficient number of competent persons to perform laboratory activities. 
While the requirement is clear in its intention to ensure adequate staffing, it may be 
somewhat vague regarding what constitutes "sufficient number" and "competent persons," 
potentially leading to varied interpretations and applications across different laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The broad language concerning "sufficient number" and "competent persons" can lead to 
different interpretations of staffing adequacy and competency standards. Laboratories might 
struggle with determining the exact level of staffing needed to handle their workload 
efficiently and meet quality standards, and they may also find it challenging to define 
competency in specific operational contexts. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The main deficiency in Clause 6.2.1 is its lack of detailed guidance on: 

 Staffing Levels: Specific guidelines or formulas to determine what constitutes a 
sufficient number of staff based on the laboratory's size, complexity, and the volume 
of work. 

 Competency Definitions: Clear definitions or standards for what qualifications, skills, 
and experiences constitute competency for various roles within the laboratory. 

 Competency Development: Directions for developing and maintaining competency, 
including continuous education and professional development requirements. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories may interpret "sufficient number of competent persons" merely in terms of 
headcount without considering factors such as workload, complexity of tests, and operational 
efficiency, potentially leading to understaffing or overstaffing. Additionally, the lack of 
specificity in defining "competence" could result in hiring or retaining staff who do not meet 
the necessary qualifications or skill levels required for high-quality laboratory operations. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate or inappropriate staffing levels and competencies can lead to operational 
inefficiencies, errors in test processing, delays in results, and overall reductions in the quality 
of laboratory services. This can negatively impact patient care and laboratory accreditation 
status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Staffing Guidelines: Provide detailed guidelines or a staffing model that considers the 
volume of work, complexity of tests, and operational needs to help laboratories 
determine appropriate staffing levels. 
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2. Competency Standards: Establish clear competency standards for different laboratory 
roles, including required education, skills, experiences, and professional certifications. 

3. Continuous Education Programs: Suggest structured continuous education and 
professional development programs tailored to laboratory operations to ensure 
ongoing competency development. 

4. Regular Competency Assessments: Recommend regular competency assessments 
and performance evaluations to ensure that laboratory personnel meet required 
standards consistently. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 6.2.1 of ISO 15189:2022 outlines essential personnel requirements, it would 
benefit greatly from more detailed and practical guidance. Enhancing the clause with specific 
staffing models, competency definitions, and professional development strategies would help 
laboratories ensure they have adequately skilled staff to meet operational demands and 
maintain high standards of quality and efficiency. This approach would strengthen the 
reliability of laboratory operations and enhance the quality of patient care. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.2.2 Competence requirement:  
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.2.2 - Competence Requirements: This subclause specifies that laboratories must 
define competence requirements for each function influencing the results of laboratory 
activities, which should include education, qualifications, training, skills, and experience. 
While it outlines the general criteria for personnel competence, it may lack specific 
instructions or methodologies for establishing these requirements, which could lead to 
inconsistencies in their application across different laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The terms "education," "qualifications," "training," "skills," and "experience" are broadly 
defined and can be interpreted variably depending on the laboratory's operational context, 
the complexity of tests performed, and regulatory requirements. Laboratories may struggle 
with standardizing competence requirements and aligning them with the specific needs of 
their services. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The main deficiency in Clause 6.2.2 lies in its lack of: 

 Detailed Competence Criteria: Specific criteria or benchmarks for what constitutes 
adequate education, qualifications, training, skills, and experience for different roles 
within the laboratory. 

 Competency Development Plans: Guidelines on how to develop and maintain these 
competencies, including regular assessment and updating of competence 
requirements. 

 Alignment with Regulatory Requirements: Instructions on ensuring that competence 
requirements align with local, national, and international regulatory standards. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "competence requirements" too loosely, considering only basic 
educational qualifications without factoring in the specific skills or experiences needed for 
specialized tests and services. This could lead to personnel being inadequately prepared for 
their roles, affecting the quality of laboratory results. 
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e) Impact on Quality 
Inappropriate or insufficiently defined competence requirements can lead to errors in test 
results, inefficiencies in laboratory operations, and failures in compliance with quality 
standards. These issues can compromise patient safety and the laboratory's accreditation 
status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Competence Framework: Provide a detailed framework that includes specific 
criteria for education, qualifications, training, skills, and experiences required for 
various laboratory roles. 

2. Regular Competency Assessments and Updates: Suggest procedures for regular 
assessment of personnel competencies and updating of competence requirements to 
adapt to new technologies, methodologies, and regulatory changes. 

3. Professional Development Programs: Recommend ongoing professional development 
programs and training workshops tailored to laboratory operations to ensure 
personnel are up-to-date with the latest practices and technologies. 

4. Competency Documentation and Verification: Advise on maintaining thorough 
documentation of all competency requirements and verification processes to ensure 
compliance and facilitate audits. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 6.2.2 of ISO 15189:2022 sets out essential personnel competence requirements, 
it would benefit significantly from more precise and actionable guidance. Enhancing the 
clause with specific competence criteria, regular competency assessments, and professional 
development strategies would help ensure that laboratory personnel are adequately prepared 
to perform their duties effectively and efficiently. This approach would strengthen the 
reliability of laboratory operations and enhance the quality of patient care outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.2.3: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.2.3 - Authorization: This subclause requires that the laboratory authorize personnel 
to perform specific laboratory activities. It mentions key responsibilities like method selection 
and development, result release and reporting, and use of laboratory information systems. 
While the intent to ensure only qualified personnel handle critical tasks is clear, the clause 
may lack specificity regarding the criteria or process for granting such authorization, 
potentially leading to inconsistent practices. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The clause could lead to varied interpretations of what constitutes sufficient grounds for 
authorization, especially concerning the depth of expertise and experience required. 
Laboratories might struggle with determining the appropriate level of authority to grant to 
individuals, impacting the consistency and reliability of laboratory operations. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
The main deficiencies in Clause 6.2.3 include: 

 Lack of Detailed Authorization Criteria: There is no detailed guidance on the specific 
criteria to use when authorizing personnel for different levels of responsibility. 

 Process for Authorization: The clause does not outline a standardized process or steps 
for how authorization should be granted, maintained, or revoked. 
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 Training and Competency Requirements: It lacks mention of required training or 
competency assessments that should precede authorization. 

 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "authorization" as a simple administrative procedure rather than 
a comprehensive assessment of competence and readiness. This could lead to personnel 
being authorized based solely on seniority or academic credentials without adequate 
evaluation of their practical skills and knowledge. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate or inappropriate authorization of personnel can lead to errors in laboratory 
testing, incorrect data interpretation, and potential breaches of data security, all of which can 
significantly impact patient safety and laboratory credibility. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clear Authorization Criteria: Define specific criteria for authorization, including 
educational background, practical experience, and demonstrated competence in 
related tasks. 

2. Structured Authorization Process: Establish a structured process for authorization 
that includes initial assessment, periodic reviews, and re-authorization based on 
continued competence and performance. 

3. Integration with Training and Development: Link authorization closely with ongoing 
training and professional development programs to ensure personnel are always 
competent in the tasks they are authorized to perform. 

4. Documentation and Audit Trails: Recommend maintaining thorough documentation 
of all authorization processes and criteria, providing clear audit trails for internal and 
external reviews. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 6.2.3 of ISO 15189:2022 provides a fundamental framework for authorizing 
personnel to perform specific laboratory activities, it would benefit greatly from more detailed 
and actionable guidance. Enhancing the clause with explicit authorization criteria, a defined 
process for granting authorization, and strong links to training and competency assessments 
would help ensure that only qualified and competent personnel perform critical laboratory 
functions. This approach would not only uphold the integrity of laboratory operations but also 
enhance the quality and reliability of patient care outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.2.4 Continuing education:  
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.2.4 - Continuing Education and Professional Development: This subclause mandates 
that a continuing education program be available to personnel involved in managerial and 
technical processes, requiring participation by all personnel. While the clause underscores the 
importance of ongoing education, it may lack specifics regarding the content, frequency, and 
implementation of such programs, potentially leading to varied practices across laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The general terms like "continuing education" and "professional development" can lead to 
diverse interpretations of what qualifies as adequate educational content and how often 
training should occur. Laboratories may struggle with determining the appropriate depth and 
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breadth of training necessary to meet both the standard and the evolving demands of 
laboratory medicine. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
Key deficiencies in Clause 6.2.4 include: 

 Lack of Specificity in Training Requirements: There are no detailed guidelines on the 
specific topics or skills that continuing education programs should cover. 

 Frequency and Evaluation of Training: The clause does not specify how frequently 
training should be conducted or how the effectiveness of these programs should be 
evaluated. 

 Integration with Competency Management: The clause lacks explicit connections 
between continuing education and the laboratory’s overall competency management 
strategy. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "continuing education" as infrequent or optional seminars 
without recognizing the need for regular, structured training that addresses current 
technological and methodological advancements in laboratory medicine. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate or inconsistent training can lead to gaps in staff competence, potentially causing 
errors in test results, inefficiencies in laboratory operations, and failures in compliance with 
quality standards. This can negatively impact patient care and the laboratory’s accreditation 
status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Structured Training Programs: Provide guidelines for developing structured training 
programs that include mandatory topics such as new technologies, quality control 
procedures, regulatory updates, and safety practices. 

2. Regular Training Schedules: Recommend minimum frequency for training sessions 
and require that these schedules be documented and adhered to. 

3. Evaluation of Training Effectiveness: Suggest methods for evaluating the effectiveness 
of training programs, such as through competency assessments, quizzes, and practical 
demonstrations. 

4. Integration with Competency Assessments: Link continuing education programs 
directly with competency assessments, ensuring that training is both relevant and 
effectively enhances staff skills and knowledge. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 6.2.4 of ISO 15189:2022 establishes a fundamental requirement for continuing 
education and professional development, it could greatly benefit from more detailed guidance 
and actionable strategies. Enhancing the clause with specific requirements for training 
content, frequency, and effectiveness evaluations would help ensure that laboratory 
personnel remain competent and up-to-date with the latest practices and technologies. This 
approach would not only support the integrity and efficiency of laboratory operations but also 
improve the quality of patient care outcomes. 
 

Analysis of Clause 6.3.1 (General- Facilities and environmental condition) 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
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Clause 6.3.1 in ISO 15189:2022 outlines the requirements for facilities and environmental 
conditions necessary to ensure that laboratory activities do not adversely affect the validity 
of results or the safety of patients, visitors, laboratory users, and personnel. While the clause 
provides a general framework, it may lack specificity concerning the precise environmental 
conditions or how to effectively monitor and control these conditions to maintain compliance 
consistently. 
 
 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The clause's broad wording, such as "suitable facilities and environmental conditions," can 
lead to various interpretations regarding the specific requirements needed to meet these 
standards. Laboratories may face challenges in determining the extent of environmental 
control necessary for different types of laboratory activities. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Lack of Specific Environmental Parameters: The clause does not specify critical 
environmental parameters like temperature, humidity, and particulate levels for 
different types of laboratory settings. 

 Monitoring and Control: There is insufficient detail on the methods or frequency of 
environmental monitoring and the actions required when deviations occur. 

 Guidance on Implementation: The clause lacks detailed guidance on implementing 
effective environmental controls in laboratories, particularly those with diverse 
operational scopes. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "suitable facilities and environmental conditions" as minimal 
compliance with local regulations without considering the specific needs of certain sensitive 
laboratory tests, leading to potential compromises in test accuracy and reliability. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate control of environmental conditions can lead to compromised test results, 
affecting diagnostic accuracy and patient safety. It can also lead to non-compliance with 
regulatory standards, impacting the laboratory's accreditation and reputation. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Specifications: Provide detailed specifications for environmental conditions 
required for different types of laboratory activities. 

2. Monitoring and Control Guidelines: Outline specific monitoring techniques and 
frequency, along with control measures for maintaining environmental conditions 
within required limits. 

3. Implementation Guidance: Offer practical guidance and examples for setting up and 
maintaining suitable facilities and environmental conditions, including technological 
solutions like HVAC systems tailored to laboratory needs. 

4. Compliance and Verification: Recommend regular audits and compliance checks to 
ensure that environmental conditions are consistently maintained and aligned with 
the best practices. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.3.1 establishes the necessity for suitable facilities and 
environmental conditions in medical laboratories, it would benefit from greater specificity and 
actionable guidance. Enhancing the clause with detailed parameters, robust monitoring and 
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control strategies, and practical implementation guidance would better support laboratories 
in maintaining conditions that uphold the integrity and reliability of laboratory results, thus 
enhancing overall patient care and safety. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.3.2 (Facility control) 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.3.2 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses the controls necessary for medical laboratory 
facilities to ensure that the environment does not adversely affect the validity of laboratory 
results or compromise the safety of individuals. While the clause highlights important areas 
such as access control, contamination prevention, and safety facilities, it may lack specificity 
in detailing the exact measures and technologies that can be employed to achieve these 
controls, which could lead to inconsistent implementations. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The broad descriptions given for facility controls, such as "control of access" and "prevention 
of contamination," can be interpreted variably by different laboratories. There may be 
confusion regarding the extent of measures required or the specific technologies that should 
be implemented to ensure compliance with these controls. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Lack of Detailed Specifications: The clause does not provide detailed specifications or 
examples of adequate control measures for access, contamination, and environmental 
factors. 

 Guidance on Technological Solutions: There is a lack of guidance on the use of modern 
technology, such as electronic access controls or advanced HVAC systems, that can 
significantly enhance the control of laboratory environments. 

 Risk-Specific Controls: The clause does not differentiate the controls based on 
different risk levels associated with various laboratory activities, which could lead to 
either under or over-implementation of necessary controls. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "control of access" simply as locking doors, without considering 
electronic systems that log entries and exits. Similarly, "prevention of contamination" might 
be seen as just routine cleaning rather than the implementation of specialized air filtration 
systems where needed. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate facility controls can lead to compromised laboratory results, contamination of 
samples, and increased safety risks for personnel and visitors. This can affect the laboratory’s 
ability to provide reliable and accurate results, potentially leading to incorrect diagnoses or 
treatment plans. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clarification of Control Measures: Provide specific examples and guidelines for various 
control measures, such as biometric access systems for high-sensitivity areas and HEPA 
filtration for contamination-sensitive environments. 

2. Technology Recommendations: Outline recommendations for technological solutions 
that can enhance facility controls, including security cameras, advanced HVAC systems, 
and contamination control technologies. 
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3. Risk Assessment-Based Controls: Advise laboratories to implement controls based on 
a detailed risk assessment, considering the types of activities performed and their 
associated risks. 

4. Regular Audits and Compliance: Recommend regular audits of facility controls to 
ensure ongoing compliance and adaptation to new safety standards and technologies. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 6.3.2 of ISO 15189:2022 sets the framework for necessary facility controls in 
medical laboratories, the clause would greatly benefit from more detailed specifications and 
practical guidance. Enhancing this clause with clear, actionable examples and guidance on 
modern technologies would help laboratories implement effective and efficient controls that 
ensure the integrity of laboratory results and the safety of all stakeholders. 
 

 
 
 
Analysis of clause 6.3.3 (Storage facilities ) : 
 
Here’s a detailed analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.3.3 concerning storage facilities 
within medical laboratories: 

 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.3.3 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses the requirements for storage facilities within 
medical laboratories, focusing on maintaining the integrity and preventing deterioration or 
contamination of samples, reagents, and other materials. While it emphasizes the importance 
of appropriate storage conditions, the clause may lack specific guidelines on how to 
implement these requirements effectively, potentially leading to variability in storage 
practices across different laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The clause's general call for "appropriate" storage conditions can lead to different 
interpretations of what constitutes adequacy. Laboratories might struggle with determining 
the specific environmental controls, such as temperature and humidity levels, needed for 
various types of stored materials. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Lack of Specific Environmental Parameters: The clause does not provide specific 
parameters or ranges for temperature, humidity, and other environmental conditions 
suitable for different stored materials. 

 Guidance on Monitoring Systems: There is insufficient detail on the type of 
monitoring systems required to ensure continuous control of storage conditions. 

 Details on Handling Sensitive Materials: The clause could provide more detailed 
protocols on handling and storing particularly sensitive or hazardous materials. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories may interpret "suitable storage conditions" without considering the need for 
specialized storage systems for sensitive materials like volatile chemicals or biological samples 
that require cryogenic storage. This could lead to the degradation of materials and 
compromise the quality of laboratory results. 
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e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate storage facilities can lead to compromised material integrity, resulting in 
inaccurate test results, potentially affecting patient diagnoses and treatment plans. 
Inconsistent storage conditions can also lead to non-compliance with regulatory standards, 
affecting the laboratory's accreditation status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Environmental Specifications: Provide detailed specifications for storage 
conditions, including temperature and humidity ranges, for various types of materials 
commonly handled in medical laboratories. 

2. Advanced Monitoring Systems: Recommend the implementation of advanced 
environmental monitoring systems with alarms and continuous data logging to ensure 
compliance with specified storage conditions. 

3. Handling Protocols for Sensitive Materials: Offer detailed handling and storage 
protocols for sensitive and hazardous materials, including guidelines for segregation 
and emergency procedures in case of storage system failures. 

4. Regular Audits and Compliance: Suggest regular audits of storage facilities to ensure 
adherence to specified conditions and to implement improvements based on the 
latest storage technologies and materials science. 

 
 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 6.3.3 of ISO 15189:2022 sets forth the need for appropriate storage facilities 
within medical laboratories, the clause would benefit from greater specificity and detailed 
guidance. Enhancing this clause with specific environmental parameters, recommended 
technologies for monitoring, and handling protocols for sensitive materials would support 
laboratories in maintaining the integrity and safety of stored materials, thereby ensuring the 
reliability of laboratory results and compliance with international standards. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.3.4 (Personnel facilities) 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.3.4 of ISO 15189:2022 specifies personnel facilities to support the safety, comfort, 
and well-being of laboratory staff. The current wording might suggest that certain facilities, 
such as quiet study rooms and spaces for meetings, are optional due to the use of non-
directive language like "should" and "adequate." This can lead to inconsistencies in the 
provision of these facilities, as laboratories might interpret these requirements as suggestions 
rather than mandates. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The use of terms like "adequate" and "appropriate" without strict definitions leads to varying 
implementations, which can result in facilities that do not adequately support staff needs. The 
optional tone conveyed by "should" can cause laboratories to prioritize other investments 
over essential personnel facilities. 
 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Optional Language: The clause currently uses language that could be interpreted as 
optional, which may lead laboratories to deprioritize the establishment of 
comprehensive personnel facilities. 
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 Lack of Explicit Mandates: There is no explicit mandate that specific types of facilities, 
such as ergonomic workstations or dedicated quiet areas for breaks, must be provided, 
which are essential for maintaining staff health and productivity. 

 Vague Requirements: The requirements for what constitutes adequate facilities are 
vague and do not compel laboratories to meet a standardized level of provision. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might choose not to provide certain facilities like quiet rooms for staff or 
ergonomic tools because these are not explicitly mandated. For example, the suggestion to 
provide "space for personnel activities" might be interpreted as providing a mere corner in a 
lunchroom rather than a separate quiet space for relaxation and mental decompression, 
which is crucial in high-stress environments. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate personnel facilities can lead to decreased staff efficiency, higher turnover rates, 
and increased errors in laboratory work due to fatigue and poor mental health. This directly 
impacts the quality of laboratory results and compromises patient safety. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clarification of Mandatory Facilities: Revise the language to explicitly state that 
certain facilities, including ergonomic workstations, rest areas, and adequate 
sanitation facilities, are mandatory, not optional. 

2. Detailed Specifications for Facilities: Provide clear, detailed specifications for each 
type of required facility to ensure uniform implementation across all laboratories. 

3. Regular Compliance Reviews: Implement regular reviews and audits to ensure 
compliance with facility standards, making adherence to these standards a condition 
of laboratory accreditation. 

4. Emphasize Staff Well-being: Include explicit requirements for facilities that support 
staff well-being, such as access to natural light, areas for physical activity, and noise 
control measures. 

 
g) Conclusion 
To ensure the effectiveness of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.3.4, it is crucial to revise the language 
to make the provision of certain personnel facilities mandatory rather than optional. By 
specifying required facilities and ensuring their implementation through regular audits, 
laboratories can provide environments that support staff well-being and productivity, thereby 
enhancing the overall quality of laboratory operations and patient safety. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.3.5 (sample collection facilities) 
 
Here's a detailed analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.3.5 on sample collection 
facilities within medical laboratories: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.3.5 of ISO 15189:2022 sets out requirements for sample collection facilities, 
emphasizing the need for these facilities to support accurate and quality examination 
processes without compromising results. While the clause addresses critical elements like 
patient privacy, comfort, and the physical layout, it might lack explicit mandates for all 
required features, potentially leading to varied implementations in different settings. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 



83 
 

The general terms used, such as "enable collection" and "consider privacy," can lead to diverse 
interpretations about the specifics required for sample collection facilities. Laboratories might 
find it challenging to consistently apply these standards, particularly in terms of the level of 
detail required for patient comfort and privacy. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Lack of Explicit Requirements: The clause could benefit from more detailed 
requirements on the specific features of sample collection facilities, such as 
dimensions, equipment, and additional patient support services. 

 Insufficient Detail on Patient Needs: While it mentions the need to accommodate 
patients and accompanying persons, there is no explicit mandate on how to integrate 
specific patient needs, such as facilities for children or the elderly. 

 Vague on Facility Design: The clause does not provide detailed guidance on the design 
and layout that would optimize the sample collection process and ensure patient and 
staff safety. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Facilities might interpret the requirements for "privacy" and "comfort" minimally, providing 
just curtains for separation instead of sound-proofed and comfortably furnished private 
rooms. Additionally, the clause's call to "provide separate patient reception and collection 
areas" could be implemented by merely designating different corners of a single small room 
for each function, rather than truly separate areas. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate sample collection facilities can lead to patient discomfort, compromised privacy, 
and potential errors in sample collection, all of which could affect the quality of the test results 
and patient satisfaction. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Facility Specifications: Introduce more specific standards and dimensions for 
sample collection facilities, including requirements for patient privacy (soundproofing, 
visual barriers) and comfort (seating, space). 

2. Accommodation of Specific Patient Needs: Provide guidelines for facilities to 
accommodate a diverse patient population, including children, the elderly, and those 
with disabilities. 

3. Comprehensive Facility Design Guidelines: Offer detailed design guidelines that cover 
all aspects of the sample collection area to optimize workflow, ensure patient and staff 
safety, and maintain sample integrity. 

4. Regular Audits and Compliance: Recommend regular audits to ensure that sample 
collection facilities meet the enhanced standards and to address any identified 
deficiencies promptly. 

 
g) Conclusion 
Clause 6.3.5 of ISO 15189:2022 is crucial for ensuring that sample collection facilities support 
accurate diagnostics and patient safety. However, the clause would benefit from more explicit 
requirements and detailed guidance to prevent variability in implementation and to ensure 
facilities are designed and maintained to support high-quality laboratory practices effectively. 
Enhancing this clause with specific design and operational standards would help laboratories 
achieve a higher standard of care and efficiency in sample collection processes. 
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Analysis of clause 6.4.3 (Equipment acceptance) : 
 
Here's a detailed analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.4.3, which pertains to equipment 
acceptance procedures within medical laboratories: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.4.3 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories must verify that equipment meets 
specified acceptability criteria before it is placed or returned into service. The clause ensures 
that equipment used for measurements achieves the necessary accuracy or measurement 
uncertainty to provide valid results. However, the clause may lack explicit details on the 
verification methods or the criteria for acceptability, potentially leading to inconsistent 
application across different laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The clause's requirement for equipment to meet "specified acceptability criteria" could lead 
to various interpretations about what these criteria should entail, particularly in terms of 
accuracy and measurement uncertainty. Laboratories might struggle to define or standardize 
these criteria without additional guidance. 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Lack of Detailed Verification Methods: The clause does not specify which verification 
methods should be used or how to apply them effectively, leaving too much room for 
variability in practice. 

 Criteria for Acceptability Not Defined: There is a lack of detailed criteria for what 
constitutes acceptability in terms of equipment performance, which can affect the 
uniformity of equipment validation across laboratories. 

 Consideration for Different Equipment Types: The clause does not differentiate the 
requirements based on different types of equipment or their specific roles in 
laboratory processes, which could be crucial for maintaining overall testing accuracy. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might use insufficiently rigorous methods to verify equipment, such as relying 
solely on basic operational checks rather than comprehensive performance validations. 
Additionally, there might be an assumption that all types of equipment require the same level 
of verification, regardless of their impact on critical tests. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistent or inadequate verification of equipment can lead to errors in laboratory testing, 
impacting the reliability of test results and potentially affecting patient outcomes. It may also 
lead to failures in meeting regulatory compliance and accreditation standards. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Standardized Verification Protocols: Develop and provide standardized protocols for 
verifying equipment, including specific methods and tools that should be used based 
on the type of equipment and its use in laboratory processes. 

2. Clear Acceptability Criteria: Define clear, quantitative criteria for acceptability that 
include thresholds for measurement accuracy and uncertainty, tailored to different 
categories of laboratory equipment. 

3. Guidance on Different Equipment Types: Offer guidance on adapting verification 
processes to the complexity and sensitivity of different equipment types, ensuring that 
critical equipment undergoes more rigorous testing. 
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4. Regular Training and Updates: Implement regular training programs for laboratory 
personnel on current equipment verification techniques and keep them updated on 
new technologies and standards. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While Clause 6.4.3 of ISO 15189:2022 establishes necessary provisions for equipment 
acceptance, it would benefit significantly from more detailed guidelines and criteria. 
Enhancing this clause with specific verification methods, clear acceptability criteria, and 
differentiated requirements for various equipment types would help ensure consistent and 
reliable equipment performance across all medical laboratories, thereby supporting accurate 
and dependable laboratory testing outcomes. 
 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.5.1 - Equipment General Requirements 
 
Overview and Issues: Clause 6.5.1 of ISO 15189:2022 outlines general requirements for 
laboratory equipment, focusing on the selection and management to ensure suitability for the 
tests performed. However, the clause lacks specific guidance for diverse laboratory disciplines 
like molecular biology, which may lead to inconsistencies in understanding and applying the 
requirements. 
Deficiencies in the Clause: 

1. Lack of Specificity for Various Disciplines: 
 Molecular biology, anatomic pathology, and microbiology have unique 

equipment needs that are not explicitly addressed, such as sensitivity and 
specificity for molecular assays or the precision required for histopathological 
analyses. 

2. Vague Terms Like “Sufficient” and “Consistent”: 
 The terms “sufficient” and “consistent” are used without clear definitions or 

standards, leaving room for varied interpretations that could affect the quality 
of laboratory results. 

3. Traceability and Reporting Requirements: 
 The requirement for traceability in measurements and reporting lacks clarity, 

especially for qualitative tests where traditional quantitative traceability 
methods are not applicable. 

Examples of Potential Misinterpretation: 
 In molecular biology, equipment for PCR needs to maintain specific temperature 

controls for accurate DNA replication. The standard’s general statements may lead 
laboratories to use inadequate verification methods, potentially compromising test 
accuracy. 

 In microbiology, incubators must maintain precise environmental conditions to ensure 
microbial growth. Without specific guidance, laboratories might not regularly calibrate 
or verify these conditions accurately, leading to unreliable culture results. 

Impact on Quality: 
 Ambiguities in equipment management can lead to the selection of inappropriate 

equipment or insufficient maintenance practices, directly impacting test accuracy and 
reliability. 
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 Different interpretations of the requirements can result in variability in equipment 
performance across laboratories, affecting the comparability of test results and 
potentially compromising patient safety. 

Improvement Proposals: 
1. Enhanced Discipline-Specific Guidelines: 

 Introduce appendices or specific sections that detail equipment requirements 
for different laboratory disciplines, including examples of appropriate 
equipment for common tests in each field. 

2. Clarification of Terms and Procedures: 
 Define what constitutes “sufficient” and “consistent” in the context of 

equipment performance, with clear metrics or examples. 
 Provide guidelines on achieving traceability in both quantitative and qualitative 

assays, including examples of acceptable practices for different types of tests. 
3. Robust Framework for Equipment Management: 

 Develop comprehensive guidelines for the selection, calibration, maintenance, 
and verification of laboratory equipment, tailored to the complexity and 
specificity of different types of tests. 

 Recommend regular training for laboratory personnel on the latest equipment 
technologies and management practices to ensure ongoing competence and 
compliance with the standard. 

Conclusion: The general requirements for equipment in ISO 15189:2022, as outlined in Clause 
6.5.1, need significant enhancements to address the specific needs of various laboratory 
disciplines. By providing detailed, discipline-specific requirements and clarifying vague terms, 
the standard can better support laboratories in ensuring their equipment is optimally selected 
and managed, leading to higher quality testing and improved patient care outcomes. 
 

General Analysis of Clause 6.5.2 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.5.2 mandates laboratories to have procedures for equipment calibration that directly 
or indirectly affects examination results, specifying conditions of use, traceability, verification 
of measurement accuracy, and calibration status recording. However, the clause may lack 
clarity and depth regarding calibration requirements for different laboratory disciplines, such 
as automated versus semi-automated analysis. This ambiguity can lead to varied 
interpretations and applications of the standard. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The clause presents several challenges: 

 Variability in Calibration Needs: Different equipment, from simple pipettes to complex 
analytical instruments, requires distinct calibration standards and intervals, which are 
not detailed in the clause. 

 Reference Materials: The lack of easily accessible reference materials and clear 
guidelines on their use complicates the calibration process, especially for less common 
analytes or methods. 

 Calibration Process and Parameters: The clause does not provide detailed guidance 
on the calibration process or parameters, leading to potential inconsistencies in the 
calibration practices among laboratories. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
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 Lack of Specificity: There is a significant need for more detailed guidelines addressing 
the calibration of various types of laboratory equipment, including both automated 
and semi-automated systems. 

 Reference Materials and Metrological Traceability: The clause falls short in guiding 
laboratories on how to obtain and use reference materials, especially for those 
parameters where certified materials may not be available. 

 Educational Gap: There appears to be a gap in knowledge or available resources 
regarding calibration techniques, particularly in the context of newer or less 
standardized testing methodologies. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
 Misunderstanding Calibration Frequency and Scope: Laboratories might calibrate 

equipment less frequently than necessary due to ambiguous guidance on required 
intervals, or they might not fully calibrate systems that require comprehensive checks 
(e.g., both mechanical and electronic components in automated systems). 

 Improper Use of Reference Materials: Labs might use inappropriate or non-certified 
reference materials if the correct materials are unavailable or too costly, potentially 
compromising test accuracy. 

e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate calibration can lead to significant deviations in test results, affecting clinical 
decisions and patient care. Misinterpretation of calibration requirements can also lead to non-
compliance with international standards, affecting a laboratory's accreditation and credibility. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Calibration Protocols: Introduce specific calibration protocols for different 
types of equipment and testing disciplines, including detailed parameters and 
frequency. 

2. Guidelines on Reference Materials: Provide comprehensive guidelines on the 
selection and use of reference materials, including alternatives when certified 
materials are unavailable. 

3. Training and Education: Enhance the availability of training resources on calibration, 
focusing on the needs of laboratories using both automated and semi-automated 
systems. 

4. Regular Audits and Compliance Checks: Implement regular audits to ensure 
adherence to calibration standards and to foster consistent practices across 
laboratories. 

g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.2 establishes a basic framework for equipment calibration, 
it would benefit significantly from more detailed specifications and guidelines tailored to the 
diverse technologies used in modern laboratories. Addressing these gaps would help ensure 
that calibration practices are consistent, traceable, and adequate to support the reliability of 
laboratory testing and patient safety. 
 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 6.5.2.c – Equipment Calibration and 
Verification 
 
Context and Issue with Current Wording: Clause 6.5.2.c of ISO 15189:2022 deals with the 
requirements for calibration and verification of equipment used in medical laboratories. The 
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standard mandates that equipment must be calibrated or verified to demonstrate fitness for 
use. However, the terms used and the extent of the required actions can be vague and open 
to interpretation, which might lead to inconsistency in implementation across different 
laboratories. 
Challenges in Interpretation: 

 Vagueness of Calibration and Verification Requirements: The clause does not specify 
the exact procedures for calibration and verification, nor does it clearly define the 
standards or reference materials to be used. This can result in different laboratories 
applying different criteria and methods, which can compromise the accuracy and 
reliability of laboratory results. 

 Frequency and Documentation: It is not clear how frequently calibration and 
verification should be performed and what level of documentation is required to 
comply with the standard. 

Example of Potential Misinterpretation: 
 A laboratory might interpret the requirement to mean that only primary equipment 

needs regular calibration, neglecting auxiliary equipment that could also affect test 
results. 

 Another lab might perform calibration less frequently than ideal due to ambiguous 
guidance on the required intervals, potentially leading to prolonged periods of 
equipment operation outside optimal performance parameters. 

Impact on Quality: 
 Inconsistencies in equipment calibration and verification can lead to significant 

variations in test results among laboratories. This lack of uniformity can directly impact 
patient diagnosis and treatment, leading to potential errors in patient care. 

 Misinterpretation of calibration requirements can also lead to non-compliance with 
international standards, affecting a laboratory's accreditation status and its reputation 
within the healthcare industry. 

Improvement Proposals: 
1. Clarification of Terms and Procedures: 

 The standard should provide clear definitions of what constitutes adequate 
calibration and verification, possibly including examples or referencing specific 
methods and materials. 

 Specify whether different types of equipment require different calibration 
standards or frequencies. 

2. Detailed Guidance on Frequency and Documentation: 
 Introduce guidelines on the recommended frequency for calibration and 

verification activities based on the type of equipment and its usage intensity. 
 Outline the required documentation to ensure that all calibration and 

verification activities are properly recorded and traceable. 
3. Training and Resources: 

 Offer training modules or resources that help laboratory personnel understand 
and implement effective calibration and verification practices. 

 Provide a list of approved suppliers or reference materials that laboratories can 
use to ensure compliance with international standards. 

 
Conclusion:  
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By enhancing the specificity and clarity of Clause 6.5.2.c in ISO 15189:2022, the standard can 
help ensure that all laboratories uniformly implement rigorous equipment calibration and 
verification practices. This would not only improve the accuracy and reliability of laboratory 
results but also enhance overall patient safety and care quality. 
 

Challenges and Limitations of Clause 6.5.2.c in Diverse Laboratory Disciplines 
Overview and Current Wording Issues:  
 
Clause 6.5.2.c of ISO 15189:2022, which deals with equipment calibration and verification, 
presents significant challenges when applied to the diverse disciplines within laboratory 
medicine. The clause's broad and vague wording fails to account for the unique requirements 
and constraints of different specializations, such as molecular biology, anatomic pathology, 
and microbiology. This oversight can lead to varied interpretations and implementations, 
affecting the quality and comparability of laboratory results. 
 
 

Discipline-Specific Challenges: 
1. Molecular Biology: 

 Complexity of Tests: Molecular biology involves complex analyses, such as PCR 
and DNA sequencing, where calibration and verification processes might not 
be straightforward due to the variability in reagents, equipment, and 
environmental conditions. 

 Example Issue: For PCR machines, verification of temperature accuracy is 
critical. The standard’s vague guidelines do not provide specific methodologies 
for verifying the precise thermal cycling parameters required for accurate DNA 
amplification, leading to potential errors in genetic analysis. 

2. Anatomic Pathology: 
 Subjectivity and Variability: Equipment like microtomes used in tissue slicing 

for histopathology are subject to wear and require frequent recalibration to 
maintain slice integrity and thickness. The standard does not specify the 
parameters or frequency for such calibration. 

 Example Issue: Without specific guidance, laboratories may delay 
recalibration, resulting in tissue sections that are not optimal for diagnosis, 
potentially leading to misdiagnoses. 

3. Microbiology: 
 Diverse Analyte Sensitivity: In microbiology, equipment like incubators must 

maintain precise environmental conditions. The calibration and verification of 
these conditions are crucial for the accurate culture of pathogens. 

 Example Issue: If the standard does not provide clear guidelines on verifying 
the accuracy of humidity and temperature controls in incubators, there could 
be variations in microbial growth rates, affecting diagnostic accuracy. 

Impact on Quality: 
 The lack of detailed, discipline-specific calibration and verification guidelines can lead to: 

 Inconsistent practices across laboratories that specialize in different fields of 
laboratory medicine. 

 Quality issues that are not readily detectable until they affect patient outcomes, 
potentially leading to incorrect treatments or diagnoses. 
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Improvement Proposals: 
1. Discipline-Specific Calibration Guidelines: 

 Develop and include detailed calibration and verification protocols tailored to 
the specific needs of different laboratory disciplines within the standard. 

 Provide case studies or examples that illustrate best practices for equipment 
calibration in molecular biology, anatomic pathology, and microbiology. 

2. Standardization of Verification Processes: 
 Introduce standardized verification processes that are validated for different 

types of laboratory equipment, particularly those used in complex analytical 
techniques. 

 Specify the acceptable limits of variation for test parameters and the methods 
for assessing these limits. 

3. Training and Competency Assessment: 
 Offer training programs focused on the calibration and verification of 

laboratory equipment, with modules addressing the unique challenges of 
various laboratory disciplines. 

 Mandate competency assessments for personnel responsible for calibration 
and verification to ensure consistent application of the standard’s guidelines. 

 
 
Conclusion: 
 To effectively address the diverse needs of various laboratory medicine disciplines, ISO 
15189:2022 needs to provide clear, specific, and practical calibration and verification 
guidelines. By doing so, the standard will help ensure that all laboratories, regardless of 
specialization, can achieve high levels of accuracy and reliability in their testing processes, 
ultimately improving patient care and safety. 
 
 

Analysis of clause 5.5.3 
 
Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.2.f, focusing on the 
requirements for calibration in various medical laboratory disciplines: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.5.2.f of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories must handle situations where 
calibration may have been out of control, to minimize risks to service operation and patients. 
This clause aims to ensure that the calibration of equipment, which directly or indirectly 
affects examination results, is appropriately managed. However, the clause may lack detailed 
guidance on specific calibration processes, parameters, and the handling of calibration 
failures, potentially leading to inconsistent practices and misunderstandings. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 
The clause's broad requirement to "handle situations when calibration may have been out of 
control" can lead to varied interpretations regarding the appropriate actions to be taken. This 
ambiguity might result in inconsistent calibration practices across laboratories, especially 
concerning: 

 Calibration Processes: Unclear guidelines on the specific steps to follow when 
calibration is found to be out of control. 
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 Calibration Parameters: Lack of specific parameters or criteria to define what 
constitutes a calibration being "out of control." 

 Reference Materials: Inadequate guidance on the use of appropriate reference 
materials, especially in less common tests or newer technologies. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Detailed Calibration Guidelines: The clause does not provide explicit 

procedures or criteria for identifying and rectifying out-of-control calibrations. 
 Insufficient Reference Material Guidance: There is a notable absence of guidelines on 

obtaining and using suitable reference materials for calibration, particularly for 
specialized or emerging disciplines. 

 Educational Gaps: There appears to be a lack of sufficient educational resources or 
guidelines to aid laboratory personnel in understanding and implementing robust 
calibration practices. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might assume that minor deviations from calibration standards do not 
necessitate corrective actions, leading to prolonged periods with potentially inaccurate 
testing results. Furthermore, the use of inappropriate or non-certified reference materials 
could be misconstrued as acceptable if the correct materials are not specified or readily 
available. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Improper calibration can lead to significant errors in test results, affecting clinical decisions 
and patient care. Inconsistencies in how calibration processes are managed can also lead to 
non-compliance with accreditation standards, undermining the laboratory's credibility. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clarification of Calibration Processes: Define clear, detailed steps for handling out-of-
control calibration situations, including immediate actions, investigation procedures, 
and corrective measures. 

2. Enhanced Reference Material Guidelines: Provide comprehensive guidance on the 
selection and use of reference materials for calibration, addressing the needs of 
various laboratory disciplines. 

3. Training and Educational Resources: Develop and disseminate training materials 
focused on calibration practices, tailored to different types of laboratory equipment 
and testing scenarios. 

4. Regular Audits and Calibration Checks: Recommend regular calibration audits and 
checks to ensure adherence to standards and prompt identification of issues. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.2.f, establishes the importance of managing out-of-control 
calibration situations, it would benefit greatly from more detailed guidelines and educational 
support. Enhancing this clause with specific procedural guidelines, robust reference material 
usage instructions, and comprehensive training resources would help laboratories maintain 
high standards of accuracy and reliability in their testing processes, thus enhancing overall 
patient safety and care quality. 
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Analysis of clause 6.5.3a 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.a, which focuses 
on metrological traceability of measurement results in medical laboratories: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.5.3.a of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories establish and maintain the 
metrological traceability of measurement results through a documented chain of calibrations 
linked to appropriate references. While the clause addresses the fundamental requirement of 
traceability, the concept remains relatively new in the medical IVD industry and is not well 
elaborated within the standard. This lack of detailed explanation can lead to confusion and 
inconsistent implementation across laboratories, particularly when dealing with various test 
parameters. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Conceptual Understanding: The concept of metrological traceability is not extensively 
explained, which can leave laboratories uncertain about how to effectively implement 
these requirements, especially for tests where reference materials or calibrators are 
not commercially available. 

 Varying Disciplines: Different laboratory disciplines, such as automated and semi-
automated analyses, may face unique challenges in achieving traceability due to the 
varied nature of the tests and the equipment used. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Reference Materials: Many test parameters lack appropriate reference 

materials or calibrators, making it challenging to establish traceability. 
 Guidance on Calibration Procedures: The clause does not provide specific guidelines 

on calibration processes or the selection and use of reference materials for different 
types of tests, particularly in areas where these materials are not available. 

 Educational Gaps: There is a significant educational gap in the industry regarding the 
importance and implementation of traceability, particularly in how it impacts test 
accuracy and reliability. 

 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 

 Inadequate Traceability: Laboratories might assume that using any reference material, 
even if not ideal, suffices for establishing traceability, potentially compromising test 
accuracy. 

 Mismanagement of Calibration: Without specific guidelines, labs might not perform 
calibration at the required intervals or with the necessary rigor, leading to inaccuracies 
in test results. 

e) Impact on Quality 
Failure to adequately establish metrological traceability can lead to significant errors in 
measurement results, impacting patient diagnosis and treatment decisions. 
Misinterpretations can also lead to non-compliance with regulatory requirements, affecting a 
laboratory's accreditation status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Enhanced Explanation of Traceability: Provide a more detailed explanation of the 
concept of metrological traceability within the standard, including its importance and 
impact on laboratory accuracy. 
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2. Specific Guidelines for Calibration: Introduce specific guidelines for calibration 
processes and the use of reference materials, tailored to different types of laboratory 
disciplines and the availability of materials. 

3. Educational Programs: Develop and promote educational programs to enhance 
understanding of metrological traceability across the medical IVD industry. 

4. Development of Reference Materials: Encourage the development and availability of 
certified reference materials for a broader range of test parameters. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.a, addresses the critical aspect of metrological 
traceability, there is a clear need for more comprehensive guidelines and explanations within 
the standard. Addressing these deficiencies with detailed guidance, educational efforts, and 
support for the development of reference materials would significantly enhance the 
consistency and reliability of laboratory testing across the medical IVD industry . 
 

Analysis of clause 6.5.3b 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.b, focusing on the 
challenges and gaps in ensuring metrological traceability of measurement results in 
medical laboratories: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.5.3.b of ISO 15189:2022 requires laboratories to ensure that measurement results 
are traceable to the highest possible order and as close as possible to the International System 
of Units (SI). The clause intends to establish a robust framework for traceability, yet it faces 
significant challenges in the medical IVD industry, particularly as the concept of traceability is 
relatively new and not well-explained within the industry. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 New Concept: The concept of traceability is still emerging in many parts of the medical 
IVD industry, leading to a lack of clear understanding and consistent application across 
different laboratories. 

 Lack of Reference Materials: Many test parameters do not have reference materials 
or calibrators commercially available, complicating the establishment of traceability. 

 Absence of Detailed Guidelines: There is a notable absence of detailed guidelines on 
implementing traceability, especially concerning how to handle tests without 
established reference standards. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Insufficient Explanation of Traceability: The clause does not sufficiently explain the 

concept of metrological traceability, nor does it detail its importance in ensuring the 
accuracy and reliability of laboratory measurements. 

 Limited Accessibility to Reference Materials: The medical IVD industry often faces a 
scarcity of suitable reference materials, which are essential for achieving traceability 
to the SI. 

 Lack of Specific Guidelines: There are no specific guidelines provided on how to 
achieve traceability when reference materials or higher-order references are 
unavailable. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
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Laboratories might assume that traceability to any reference material, regardless of its order 
or suitability, satisfies the requirement, potentially leading to inaccuracies in patient testing 
and diagnostic outcomes. 
 
 
 
e) Impact on Quality 
The lack of proper traceability can lead to significant variations in test results, affecting clinical 
decisions and patient safety. Inaccurate traceability can also undermine the laboratory's 
credibility and compliance with international standards. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Enhanced Educational Resources: Develop comprehensive educational materials to 
increase understanding of metrological traceability across the medical IVD industry. 

2. Development and Accessibility of Reference Materials: Encourage the development 
and increased availability of certified reference materials for a wider range of tests. 

3. Clear Implementation Guidelines: Provide explicit guidelines on achieving traceability, 
especially for tests lacking specific reference materials, including potential alternative 
approaches. 

4. Regular Audits and Compliance Checks: Implement regular audits to ensure that 
laboratories adhere to traceability requirements and apply corrective actions where 
traceability is not properly established. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.b addresses critical aspects of metrological traceability, it 
requires significant enhancements to effectively guide laboratories in the medical IVD 
industry. Addressing these deficiencies with clear explanations, guidelines, and support for 
reference material development would greatly improve the consistency and reliability of 
laboratory testing across the industry. 

 
Analysis of clause 6.5.3c 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.c, which pertains 
to the alternate means of establishing metrological traceability when primary methods 
are not available: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.5.3.c of ISO 15189:2022 provides alternatives for establishing metrological 
traceability when it is not possible to trace measurements directly to the International System 
of Units (SI) through higher-order reference materials or reference procedures. The clause 
suggests using results of reference measurement procedures, specified methods, or 
consensus standards as alternatives. However, this clause may lack clarity and depth in its 
guidelines, leading to potential misunderstandings in its application, especially in the medical 
IVD industry where the concept of traceability is relatively new. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Conceptual Understanding: There is a broad lack of understanding in the medical IVD 
industry about how to implement alternative traceability methods effectively. 
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 Vague Guidance: The alternatives provided are broadly described, and there is no 
specific guidance on how to validate these alternatives to ensure they meet the 
necessary standards of traceability. 

 Lack of Standards: Many test parameters in the medical field do not have established 
reference methods or consensus standards, which complicates the application of this 
clause. 

 
 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Insufficient Detail on Alternatives: The clause does not detail how to evaluate or 
implement alternative traceability methods, nor does it specify how to document or 
validate these alternatives effectively. 

 Educational Gaps: There is a significant lack of educational resources or guidance on 
managing traceability when primary references are not available. 

 Absence of Specific Examples: The clause would benefit from specific examples or 
case studies that demonstrate the application of alternative methods for establishing 
traceability. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without clear guidelines, laboratories might choose suboptimal or incorrect methods for 
establishing traceability, leading to inaccuracies in test results and potential impacts on 
patient care. Laboratories may also struggle to document or defend their traceability 
approaches during audits or accreditation assessments. 
e) Impact on Quality 
The inability to adequately establish traceability can lead to significant variations in test 
results, impacting clinical decisions, patient safety, and the laboratory's credibility. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Implementation Guidelines: Provide detailed guidelines and criteria for 
selecting and validating alternative traceability methods. 

2. Educational Resources: Develop and distribute educational materials that explain the 
concept of metrological traceability and guide laboratories on how to implement and 
validate alternative methods. 

3. Clear Examples and Case Studies: Include examples and case studies in the standard 
that illustrate successful implementation of alternative traceability methods. 

4. Regular Audits and Compliance Checks: Encourage regular audits to review the 
application of these alternatives to ensure they meet international standards. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.c addresses the need for alternative methods of 
establishing metrological traceability, there is a critical need for more explicit guidance and 
support to ensure that these methods are effectively implemented. Enhancing the clause with 
detailed procedures, educational support, and practical examples would help laboratories 
maintain high standards of accuracy and reliability in their testing processes. 

 
 

Analysis of clause 6.5.3d 
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Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.d, which 
addresses traceability for genetic examinations: 

 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.5.3.d of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that traceability for genetic examinations must be 
established to genetic reference sequences. While this clause provides a crucial foundation 
for ensuring the reliability of genetic testing, it might lack specific guidance on how to 
implement traceability effectively, especially in environments where genetic testing and 
related reference materials are rapidly evolving. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Complexity of Genetic Testing: Genetic testing involves complex analyses where 
multiple reference sequences might be applicable, and the clause does not specify 
which references should be used or how to choose among them. 

 Evolving Science: The rapidly evolving nature of genetic science means that new 
reference sequences are regularly identified, and the clause does not address how 
updates to these sequences should be handled. 

 Lack of Standardization: There is a general lack of standardization in genetic reference 
materials, and many laboratories may struggle with interpreting the requirements of 
the clause without additional guidelines. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Insufficient Detail on Implementation: The clause does not provide detailed 

guidelines on how laboratories should establish traceability to genetic reference 
sequences, including the selection of appropriate sequences and their validation. 

 No Guidelines for Updating Reference Sequences: There is no guidance on how often 
genetic reference sequences should be reviewed or updated to reflect the latest 
scientific knowledge. 

 Limited Guidance on Dealing with Ambiguity: Genetic testing can sometimes yield 
ambiguous results, and the clause does not address how to handle these cases in 
terms of traceability. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without clear guidelines, laboratories might use outdated genetic reference sequences, 
potentially leading to incorrect interpretations of genetic data. Furthermore, labs might 
inconsistently apply traceability principles, leading to variability in the reliability and 
comparability of genetic tests. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate traceability in genetic examinations can lead to errors in genetic interpretation, 
affecting patient diagnosis and treatment decisions. These issues can undermine the 
credibility of genetic testing laboratories and potentially lead to significant clinical 
consequences. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Implementation Guidelines: Provide specific guidelines on how to select and 
validate genetic reference sequences for use in traceability. 

2. Regular Updates and Reviews: Establish protocols for the regular review and update 
of genetic reference sequences to ensure that they reflect the current state of 
scientific knowledge. 
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3. Handling Ambiguous Results: Introduce guidelines on how to maintain traceability 
when test results are ambiguous or when multiple potential reference sequences 
could be applicable. 

4. Educational Resources: Develop educational resources and training programs to help 
laboratory personnel understand and implement traceability requirements effectively. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.d addresses an essential aspect of genetic testing, the 
clause could significantly benefit from more detailed guidance and support. Enhancing this 
clause with clear instructions and protocols would help ensure that genetic testing is both 
reliable and reflective of the latest advancements in genetic science. 
 
 
 

Analysis of clause 6.5.3e 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.e, which concerns 
the traceability for qualitative methods: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.5.3.e of ISO 15189:2022 specifies that traceability for qualitative methods may be 
demonstrated by testing known materials or previous samples to show consistent 
identification and, where applicable, the intensity of reactions. This clause introduces the 
concept of ensuring traceability in qualitative methods but may lack specificity in guiding 
laboratories on how to effectively achieve this, especially in diverse medical testing 
environments. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Broad Definitions: The clause's broad approach to defining how traceability can be 
achieved for qualitative methods leaves much room for interpretation, which might 
result in inconsistent practices across laboratories. 

 Lack of Standardized Approach: The lack of a standardized approach or clear examples 
of how to implement these recommendations can lead to variability in the application 
and reliability of qualitative tests. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Insufficient Detail on Methods: There is a lack of detailed guidance on the selection 

and validation of known materials or previous samples for establishing traceability. 
 No Criteria for Intensity of Reactions: The clause does not provide criteria or methods 

for evaluating the intensity of reactions, which can be crucial in qualitative 
assessments. 

 Limited Guidance on Documentation: There is minimal guidance on how to document 
the traceability process for qualitative methods, which is essential for audits and 
quality control. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might use inappropriate or non-standard materials for establishing traceability, 
leading to unreliable test results. Additionally, the intensity of reactions could be subjectively 
assessed without clear benchmarks or standards, compromising the quality and comparability 
of test results. 
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e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate traceability in qualitative methods can lead to errors in test interpretation, 
affecting clinical decisions and patient outcomes. It can also challenge the laboratory’s 
compliance with regulatory standards and impact its accreditation status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Methodological Guidelines: Provide explicit guidelines on the selection, 
validation, and use of known materials or previous samples for establishing 
traceability. 

2. Standardization of Reaction Intensity Assessment: Introduce standardized methods 
for assessing reaction intensity in qualitative tests, including visual scales or 
instrument-based measurements. 

3. Comprehensive Documentation Practices: Establish clear requirements for 
documenting traceability processes, including the criteria used for selecting test 
materials and assessing reaction intensities. 

4. Training and Education: Offer training programs and resources to help laboratory 
personnel understand and implement traceability for qualitative methods effectively. 

 
g) Conclusion 
 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.5.3.e recognizes the importance of establishing traceability 
for qualitative methods, it could significantly benefit from more detailed guidelines and 
standardization. Enhancing the clause with specific methodological guidance, standardized 
assessment techniques, and robust documentation practices would help ensure the reliability 
and consistency of qualitative testing across medical laboratories. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.7.1 
 

Here’s a revised deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.7.1, which addresses 
the establishment of agreements between laboratories and their users: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.7.1 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates laboratories to establish and periodically review 
agreements with users to ensure that service requirements are adequately specified and met. 
However, the clause lacks specificity in several crucial areas, such as what constitutes an 
agreement, the details of the required procedures, and the criteria for establishing these 
agreements effectively. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Vagueness in Agreement Contents: The clause does not specify what should be 
included in the agreements, leading to potential variability in how laboratories 
document and execute these agreements. 

 Undefined Procedures: There is no clear guidance on whether the procedure for 
establishing agreements should be documented or the form it should take, creating 
uncertainty in implementation. 

 Ambiguity in Key Terms: Terms like "establish" and "adequately specified" are not 
clearly defined, which can lead to inconsistent interpretations and applications among 
laboratories. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
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 Lack of Definition for ‘Agreement’: The clause fails to specify what constitutes an 
agreement, leaving labs to determine this without standardized criteria. 

 No Detailed Procedure Guidelines: The absence of detailed guidelines on the 
procedure for establishing agreements means that labs may not have uniform 
processes in place, potentially affecting the clarity and enforceability of these 
agreements. 

 Criteria for ‘Adequately Specified’ Requirements: There is no guidance on what it 
means for requirements to be "adequately specified," nor what considerations should 
be made to determine adequacy. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might consider informal or verbal agreements as sufficient due to the lack of 
specificity in what constitutes an agreement. Furthermore, the term "establish" may be 
interpreted as merely forming an agreement without the necessary follow-through to ensure 
it is comprehensively outlined and agreed upon. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistencies and ambiguities in service agreements can lead to disputes or misalignments 
between laboratory services and user expectations, potentially compromising the quality of 
testing and affecting patient care outcomes. 
 
 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Explicit Definitions: Define key terms such as "agreement" and "establish," and specify 
what constitutes an adequate agreement in the context of laboratory services. 

2. Documented Procedures: Mandate that the procedures for establishing agreements 
be formally documented, detailing each step from negotiation to signing. 

3. Guidelines for Specifying Requirements: Provide clear guidelines on how to specify 
requirements within agreements, including examples of adequate specification to 
ensure clarity and completeness. 

4. Training and Compliance Checks: Implement training programs for laboratory staff on 
how to effectively create and manage agreements and conduct regular compliance 
checks to ensure adherence to these standards. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.7.1 outlines the necessity of establishing agreements 
between laboratories and their users, it significantly lacks detailed guidance on how to 
effectively draft, document, and maintain these agreements. Addressing these deficiencies 
with comprehensive definitions, documented procedures, and specific guidelines for 
specifying requirements would enhance the consistency, transparency, and enforceability of 
agreements, ultimately improving the quality of laboratory services and user satisfaction. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.8.1 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.8.1, which pertains 
to externally provided products and services affecting laboratory activities: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 



100 
 

Clause 6.8.1 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates laboratories to ensure the suitability of externally 
provided products and services that affect laboratory activities. This includes products or 
services intended for incorporation into laboratory activities, those provided to users as 
received from external providers, and those used to support the operation of the laboratory. 
While this clause provides a general framework, it may lack specific guidelines on how to 
effectively evaluate and manage these external products and services. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Broad Scope: The clause covers a wide range of external products and services but 
does not specify how to evaluate each type differently based on their potential impact 
on laboratory activities. 

 Lack of Specific Criteria: There is no detailed criteria provided on how to assess the 
suitability of these external products and services, which can lead to inconsistencies in 
their evaluation and use. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Insufficient Detail on Collaboration Requirements: The clause mentions the necessity 

to collaborate with other organizational departments or functions but does not detail 
the mechanisms or best practices for such collaborations. 

 Vague on Evaluation Processes: The standard does not provide specific guidelines on 
the processes for evaluating the suitability of external products and services, including 
the criteria for their selection and the frequency of their reassessment. 

 Lack of Specificity in Risk Management: While it implies a need for risk assessment in 
selecting external products and services, there is no explicit mention of how to 
conduct such assessments or manage potential risks. 

 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without clear guidelines, laboratories might inconsistently apply the standards for evaluating 
external products and services, potentially compromising the quality of laboratory results. 
Laboratories might also fail to adequately reassess the suitability of these products and 
services over time, leading to the use of outdated or non-optimal solutions. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistencies in the evaluation and management of externally provided products and 
services can lead to disruptions in laboratory operations, impact the accuracy and reliability 
of test results, and ultimately affect patient care. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Evaluation Guidelines: Provide explicit guidelines detailing the evaluation 
process for externally provided products and services, including specific criteria based 
on the type of product or service and its impact on laboratory activities. 

2. Risk Management Protocols: Introduce clear protocols for conducting risk 
assessments associated with external products and services, including guidelines for 
ongoing risk management. 

3. Collaboration Mechanisms: Outline mechanisms for effective collaboration between 
laboratory personnel and other organizational departments to ensure coherent 
decision-making regarding external products and services. 

4. Regular Reassessment and Auditing: Recommend procedures for the regular 
reassessment of external products and services to ensure their continued suitability 
and compliance with evolving laboratory needs and standards. 
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g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.8.1 addresses the importance of ensuring the suitability of 
externally provided products and services, the clause would benefit from more detailed 
specifications and guidelines. Enhancing this clause with comprehensive evaluation 
processes, explicit risk management protocols, and clear collaboration mechanisms would 
help laboratories maintain high standards of accuracy and reliability in their operations. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.8.2 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.8.2, focusing on the 
use of referral laboratories and consultants: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.8.2 of ISO 15189:2022 requires laboratories to communicate their requirements to 
referral laboratories and consultants who provide interpretations and advice. This clause aims 
to ensure that the services provided by these external parties meet the laboratory’s needs 
and standards. However, the clause may not sufficiently detail the processes for establishing 
and maintaining these relationships, potentially leading to variability in the implementation 
and effectiveness of such collaborations. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Lack of Specific Protocols: The clause does not provide specific protocols for how 
laboratories should assess and choose referral laboratories and consultants, 
potentially leading to inconsistent quality and reliability of the services received. 

 Communication Details: While the clause mentions communication of requirements, 
it lacks specifics on how to effectively maintain ongoing communication, manage 
changes, or handle discrepancies in service delivery. 

 
c) Deficiencies in the Clause 

 Criteria for Selection and Evaluation: There is a lack of detailed criteria for the 
qualification, selection, and ongoing evaluation of referral laboratories and 
consultants, which are crucial for maintaining high standards of service. 

 Management of Critical Results: The clause briefly mentions the management of 
critical results but does not elaborate on the procedures or responsibilities involved, 
which could affect patient care. 

 Documentation and Tracking: The requirements for maintaining records of 
agreements and communications with referral services are not explicitly detailed, 
which can impact traceability and accountability. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without clearer guidelines, laboratories might not consistently evaluate the competency and 
performance of referral laboratories and consultants, leading to potential compromises in test 
accuracy and reliability. Furthermore, laboratories might under-document the specifics of 
their arrangements, leading to challenges in accountability should discrepancies or issues 
arise. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Variability in the standards and performance of referral laboratories and consultants can lead 
directly to inconsistencies in test results, affecting patient diagnosis and treatment. 
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Inadequate management of critical results could also result in delayed or inappropriate clinical 
responses. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Selection and Evaluation Criteria: Develop and provide detailed criteria for 
the selection, evaluation, and re-evaluation of referral laboratories and consultants to 
ensure they meet the necessary quality standards. 

2. Protocols for Managing Relationships: Establish clear protocols for initiating, 
maintaining, and reviewing relationships with external providers, including how to 
handle critical results and discrepancies. 

3. Comprehensive Documentation Requirements: Mandate comprehensive 
documentation practices for all communications and agreements with external 
providers to enhance traceability and accountability. 

4. Regular Training and Audits: Implement regular training for laboratory staff on 
managing relationships with external providers and conduct audits to ensure 
compliance with established protocols. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.8.2 addresses the crucial aspect of utilizing referral 
laboratories and consultants, it lacks detailed guidance on effectively managing these 
relationships. Enhancing the clause with specific criteria for selection, detailed 
communication protocols, and rigorous documentation requirements would help laboratories 
ensure the reliability and quality of the external services they depend on. 
 

Analysis of clause 6.8.3 

 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.8.3, focusing on the 
review and approval processes for externally provided products and services: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 6.8.3 of ISO 15189:2022 requires laboratories to have procedures and retain records 
for defining, reviewing, and approving requirements for all externally provided products and 
services. This clause is intended to ensure that these products and services meet the 
laboratory's specifications before their use. However, the clause may lack specificity in 
describing how to implement these processes effectively, potentially leading to 
inconsistencies in how laboratories handle externally provided products and services. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 General Descriptions: The clause provides a general framework but does not specify 
detailed methods or criteria for reviewing and approving external products and 
services, which can lead to varied implementations. 

 Lack of Detailed Criteria for Evaluation: The clause mentions defining criteria for the 
qualification and selection of external providers but lacks detail on what these criteria 
should include. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Vague on Specific Procedures: The clause does not offer specific guidance on how to 

develop and maintain the procedures for reviewing and approving externally provided 
products and services. 
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 Inadequate Detail on Performance Evaluation: While it mentions evaluating the 
performance of external providers, there is no guidance on how to conduct these 
evaluations or handle unsatisfactory performance. 

 Documentation and Record-Keeping: The requirement for retaining records is 
mentioned, but there is no detail on what these records should contain or how long 
they should be retained. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret the requirement to have procedures as merely having a generic 
process in place, without specific steps and criteria, leading to potential gaps in ensuring the 
quality and suitability of external services and products. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistencies in how external products and services are reviewed and approved can lead to 
the use of non-conforming products, affecting the reliability of laboratory results and 
potentially impacting patient safety. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Procedural Guidance: Provide clear guidelines on how to establish and 
maintain procedures for the review and approval of externally provided products and 
services, including specific steps and criteria. 

2. Criteria for Evaluation and Selection: Offer detailed criteria for the evaluation and 
selection of external providers, including performance benchmarks and compliance 
requirements. 

3. Enhanced Documentation Requirements: Specify what records need to be kept, their 
content, and the duration for which they should be retained to ensure traceability and 
accountability. 

4. Training and Regular Audits: Implement training for staff on the procedures for 
handling external products and services and conduct regular audits to ensure 
compliance with the established procedures. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 6.8.3 addresses the critical aspect of managing externally 
provided products and services, it lacks sufficient detail to ensure consistent and effective 
implementation. Enhancing this clause with more precise procedural requirements, detailed 
evaluation criteria, and robust documentation guidelines would strengthen the ability of 
laboratories to manage external providers effectively, thereby supporting the reliability and 
safety of laboratory operations . 
 

Analysis of clause 7.1 
 
Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.1, focusing on the review of 
requests, tenders, and contracts: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.1 of ISO 15189:2022 outlines that laboratories must identify potential risks to patient 
care in pre-examination, examination, and post-examination processes and mitigates these 
risks. However, this clause may lack explicit details on how to identify and assess these risks 
effectively, potentially leading to inconsistencies in implementation across different 
laboratories. 



104 
 

b) Challenges in Interpretation 
 Vagueness in Risk Identification: The clause provides a broad directive to identify risks 

but does not specify methodologies or tools that should be used to identify these risks, 
leading to potential variability in how risks are assessed. 

 Mitigation Strategies: While the clause calls for risk mitigation, it does not offer 
detailed strategies or examples of effective mitigation practices, which might leave 
labs without a clear direction on how to proceed. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Specificity in Risk Assessment Processes: There is no detailed guidance on 

specific processes or criteria for risk assessment, which is critical for ensuring 
comprehensive management of potential risks. 

 Inadequate Detail on Risk Communication: The clause mentions that residual risks 
should be communicated to users as appropriate but lacks specifics on how and when 
this communication should occur. 

 Monitoring and Evaluation: The clause could benefit from more detailed 
requirements on how to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of risk mitigation 
measures. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "risk assessment" differently, leading to varied approaches that 
could affect the uniformity of risk management across the industry. Additionally, the lack of 
specific guidelines on communication might result in insufficient information being relayed to 
stakeholders, potentially impacting patient care. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistencies in risk management can lead to unaddressed risks that may compromise 
patient safety and the quality of laboratory results. This could also affect the laboratory's 
compliance with regulatory standards and its accreditation status. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Risk Assessment Guidelines: Introduce detailed methodologies and tools for 
risk assessment, tailored to different types of laboratory activities. 

2. Explicit Risk Mitigation Strategies: Provide explicit strategies and examples for risk 
mitigation to guide laboratories in implementing effective measures. 

3. Comprehensive Communication Protocols: Establish clear protocols for how and 
when to communicate risks to stakeholders, ensuring that all relevant parties are 
adequately informed. 

4. Regular Monitoring and Review: Mandate regular monitoring and review of risk 
management practices, including how effectively risks are being mitigated and 
communicated. 

 
 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.1 addresses crucial aspects of risk management in laboratory 
processes, the clause would significantly benefit from more detailed guidance on risk 
assessment, mitigation, and communication. Enhancing this clause with specific 
methodologies, strategies, and communication protocols would help ensure that laboratories 
manage risks effectively, thereby improving patient safety and the quality of laboratory 
services. 
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Analysis of clause 7.2.2.3 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.3.2, which 
addresses the management of oral requests for examinations: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.2.3.2 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories must have a procedure for 
managing oral requests for examinations, ensuring that these requests are documented 
within a specified time frame. While this clause aims to safeguard the traceability and 
verification of oral requests, it may lack specific guidelines on documenting such requests and 
the precise timing for confirmation, potentially leading to variations in compliance. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Ambiguity in "Documented Confirmation": The clause requires a "documented 
confirmation" of the oral request but does not specify the form or detail required in 
this documentation. 

 Timing for Documentation: The standard mentions confirmation within a "given time" 
without specifying what this time frame should be, which could lead to inconsistent 
practices among laboratories. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Specific Documentation Guidelines: There is no detailed guidance on how to 

document oral requests effectively to ensure compliance and traceability. 
 Vague Timing Specifications: The clause does not define the specific timing for the 

required documentation, which is crucial for maintaining consistent and timely 
processing of requests. 

 Procedures for Verification and Follow-up: The standard lacks procedures for verifying 
the accuracy of the information received orally and the steps for follow-up if 
discrepancies arise. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret the requirement for documented confirmation differently, 
leading to varied documentation practices that could affect the reliability of the request 
handling process. Additionally, the unspecified timing could result in delays or premature 
processing of requests. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistencies in handling oral requests can lead to errors in patient management and test 
processing, potentially impacting patient outcomes and the laboratory's operational 
efficiency. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Documentation Guidelines: Provide explicit guidelines on the content, 
format, and retention of documentation for oral requests. 

2. Clear Timing Specifications: Specify a clear time frame within which oral requests 
must be confirmed and documented to ensure timely processing. 

3. Verification Protocols: Introduce protocols for verifying the accuracy of oral requests 
and managing discrepancies or follow-up actions. 

4. Training and Audits: Implement regular training for staff on managing oral requests 
and audit procedures to ensure compliance with documentation and timing 
guidelines. 
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g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.3.2 addresses the management of oral requests, the clause 
could benefit significantly from more precise documentation requirements and timing 
specifications. Enhancing this clause with detailed guidelines and clear protocols would help 
laboratories manage oral requests more effectively, thereby enhancing the reliability and 
efficiency of laboratory operations. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.2.4.1 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.1, which deals 
with the general procedures for primary sample collection and handling: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.2.4.1 of ISO 15189:2022 requires laboratories to have procedures for the collection 
and handling of primary samples, ensuring that information is available to responsible 
personnel. While the clause establishes a foundation for handling samples, it might lack 
specific guidelines or details on best practices for sample collection, potential risks, and their 
management. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 General Procedures: The clause mandates having procedures but does not specify the 
depth or content of these procedures, which could lead to variations in practice and 
inconsistencies in sample quality. 

 Risk Assessment and Communication: The clause mentions the assessment and 
communication of risks associated with deviations in collection procedures but does 
not provide details on how to perform these assessments or the criteria for 
communication. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Detailed Procedures: There is no clear guidance on specific methods or tools 

for sample collection, which could lead to incorrect or inconsistent practices. 
 Vague on Risk Management: The clause does not specify how to identify, evaluate, or 

manage the risks associated with sample collection and handling. 
 Documentation Practices: While it calls for clear recording of any deviations, it does 

not outline standards or examples of adequate documentation practices. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might apply varying standards for documenting deviations in sample collection 
procedures, which could result in unreliable data and impact patient safety. Additionally, the 
lack of detailed risk management guidelines might lead to inadequate responses to identified 
risks. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistent sample collection and handling procedures can compromise sample integrity, 
affecting the accuracy of test results and ultimately impacting patient diagnoses and 
treatment. 
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f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Standardized Collection Procedures: Develop and implement standardized 
procedures for sample collection and handling, including detailed steps and criteria for 
various types of samples. 

2. Detailed Risk Management Guidelines: Provide explicit guidelines for identifying, 
assessing, and managing risks associated with sample collection and handling. 

3. Enhanced Documentation Requirements: Specify the content, format, and duration 
of records for deviations in sample collection, including examples of adequate 
documentation. 

4. Training and Audits: Offer regular training for staff on best practices in sample 
collection and handling and conduct audits to ensure compliance with documented 
procedures. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.1 addresses the need for procedures in sample collection 
and handling, it lacks sufficient detail to ensure uniformity and efficacy across laboratories. 
Enhancing this clause with more precise guidelines and examples would help laboratories 
maintain high standards of sample integrity and reliability, thereby supporting accurate and 
reliable laboratory testing outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.2.4.2 
 
Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.2, which pertains to the 
provision of information for pre-collection activities in medical laboratories: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.2.4.2 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories provide detailed information and 
instructions for pre-collection activities to ensure the integrity of the sample is not 
compromised. This includes preparations of the patient, the type and amount of the primary 
sample to be collected, and other related procedures. However, the clause might lack 
specificity in certain areas such as the depth of instructions needed and the mechanisms for 
verifying the effectiveness of these instructions, potentially leading to variations in practice 
across laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Detail and Scope of Instructions: The clause provides a general framework for the 
information required but does not specify how detailed these instructions should be, 
which could result in insufficient guidance for some pre-collection activities. 

 Verification of Instruction Effectiveness: There is no mention of how to verify whether 
the provided instructions effectively preserve the sample's integrity or how to handle 
instances when instructions are not followed. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Specificity in Instructions: The clause does not provide detailed criteria or 

examples of what comprehensive pre-collection instructions should include. 
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 No Guidelines on Feedback Mechanisms: There is no guideline on establishing 
feedback mechanisms to ensure that the pre-collection instructions are clear and 
effectively communicated to all relevant parties. 

 Risk Management: The standard mentions the need for instructions but does not 
address risk management practices related to improper sample collection due to 
inadequate instructions. 

 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might vary significantly in their interpretation of what constitutes 'sufficient 
detail', leading to inconsistencies in the quality of samples collected and potentially affecting 
the accuracy of test results. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate or unclear pre-collection instructions can lead to improperly collected samples, 
which can compromise test results, affect patient diagnosis and treatment, and impact the 
laboratory's credibility and compliance with accreditation standards. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Instruction Guidelines: Provide explicit guidelines on what should be 
included in the pre-collection instructions, tailored to different types of samples and 
tests. 

2. Implementation of Verification Processes: Introduce requirements for laboratories to 
implement processes to verify the effectiveness of pre-collection instructions 
periodically. 

3. Risk Management Strategies: Establish clear risk management strategies for handling 
instances when pre-collection instructions are not adequately followed. 

4. Regular Training and Audits: Recommend regular training for staff involved in sample 
collection and periodic audits to ensure compliance with the pre-collection 
instructions. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.2 addresses the importance of providing information for 
pre-collection activities, it would benefit from more detailed guidance and standards on 
creating effective instructions and verifying their implementation. Enhancing the clause with 
comprehensive guidelines and verification strategies would help laboratories ensure the 
integrity of samples from the pre-collection phase, thereby improving the reliability and 
accuracy of laboratory testing outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.2.4.3 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.3, which 
addresses the procedures for obtaining informed patient consent for laboratory 
examinations: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.2.4.3 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories obtain informed consent from 
patients for all procedures performed. The clause specifies that for routine procedures, 
consent may be inferred if the patient willingly submits to the sample collection process, such 
as venipuncture. However, for more invasive procedures, a more detailed explanation and 
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recorded consent are required. This clause might lack specificity regarding the procedures for 
obtaining and documenting consent, particularly in varied clinical contexts and for different 
levels of risk associated with the procedures. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Variability in Procedures: The clause generalizes consent procedures but does not 
account for the diversity in patient understanding or legal requirements across 
different jurisdictions, which can lead to inconsistencies in implementation. 

 Definition of Invasiveness: The standard mentions more invasive procedures requiring 
detailed consent but does not clearly define what constitutes "invasiveness" or the 
threshold that triggers the need for detailed consent. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Detailed Guidelines: There is a lack of detailed guidelines on how to handle 

consent procedures, especially in emergency situations where obtaining consent may 
not be feasible. 

 Documentation Standards: The standard requires recorded consent for invasive 
procedures but does not provide guidance on how consent should be documented or 
retained. 

 Emergency Procedures: The clause notes that in emergencies, procedures may be 
carried out without consent if in the patient's best interest, but lacks a framework for 
decision-making in such cases. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret the flexibility in the consent process differently, leading to 
potential legal and ethical challenges, especially when handling sensitive or high-risk 
procedures without adequate patient understanding or documentation. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate consent processes can lead to ethical breaches, legal challenges, and a loss of trust 
between patients and healthcare providers, potentially impacting patient care and laboratory 
credibility. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clarification of Invasiveness: Define what constitutes an invasive procedure and 
establish clear guidelines for when detailed consent is required. 

2. Detailed Documentation Guidelines: Provide explicit instructions on how consent 
should be documented, including the form of documentation, retention policies, and 
how to handle consent in electronic medical records. 

3. Guidelines for Emergency Situations: Develop guidelines for obtaining and 
documenting consent in emergencies, including decision-making protocols when 
consent cannot be obtained. 

4. Educational Programs: Implement training programs for healthcare providers on 
ethical considerations and legal requirements for patient consent, tailored to different 
types of procedures and patient interactions. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.3 addresses the crucial aspect of patient consent, it would 
benefit from more detailed guidelines and definitions to ensure consistent and ethical 
implementation across various medical and legal contexts. Enhancing this clause with 
comprehensive consent procedures, clear documentation standards, and specific emergency 
protocols would help laboratories uphold ethical standards and patient trust. 
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Analysis of clause 7.2.4.4 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.4, which pertains 
to instructions for collection activities: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.2.4.4 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates laboratories to provide instructions ensuring safe, 
accurate, and clinically appropriate sample collection and pre-examination storage. This 
includes several specific directives such as verification of patient identity, handling of samples 
according to pre-examination requirements, and safe disposal of materials. While the clause 
outlines these requirements broadly, it may lack detailed operational guidelines necessary for 
consistent application across different laboratory settings. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 General Guidelines: The instructions provided are somewhat generic and do not cater 
to the complexities of different types of samples or the specific needs of varying 
patient conditions. 

 Compliance with Best Practices: There is no mention of aligning these practices with 
current best practices or international standards, which could lead to discrepancies in 
the quality of sample handling. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Detail on Procedures: The clause does not offer detailed procedures or 

methodologies for the steps required, such as the specifics of verifying patient identity 
or the precise conditions for sample storage. 

 Risk Management: There are no guidelines on risk assessment related to improper 
collection techniques or inadequate pre-examination storage. 

 Documentation and Traceability: While the clause insists on documentation, it does 
not specify the extent or format of documentation, potentially affecting the 
traceability and auditability of the sample handling process. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might implement varying levels of detail in their collection instructions, 
potentially leading to inconsistent practices that could affect the integrity of samples and the 
accuracy of test results. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistent collection and handling procedures can lead to compromised sample integrity, 
impacting diagnostic accuracy and ultimately patient care. Additionally, the lack of detailed 
guidelines may result in non-compliance with regulatory standards. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Collection and Handling Procedures: Introduce more detailed and specific 
guidelines for each step of sample collection and handling, tailored to different types 
of samples and testing requirements. 

2. Best Practice Alignment: Recommend aligning collection procedures with current best 
practices and international standards to ensure high-quality sample handling. 
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3. Comprehensive Risk Management Framework: Develop a risk management 
framework that addresses potential risks in sample collection and handling, including 
specific mitigation strategies. 

4. Enhanced Documentation Requirements: Specify the required details for 
documentation related to sample collection and handling to enhance traceability and 
compliance with accreditation standards. 

5. Regular Training and Audits: Implement regular training for laboratory staff on 
updated collection procedures and conduct audits to ensure adherence to 
documented practices. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.2.4.4 addresses critical aspects of sample collection and 
handling, it lacks sufficient detail and specificity to ensure uniform and effective 
implementation across laboratories. Enhancing this clause with clearer guidelines, detailed 
procedures, and comprehensive risk management strategies would significantly improve the 
quality and reliability of laboratory testing. 
 

 
 
 
Analysis of clause 7.3.1a 
 

Here's a deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.1.a, focusing on the 
verification of manufacturer-validated methods used in laboratories: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.1.a requires laboratories to ensure that the examination methods they select, 
including those provided by manufacturers, are validated for their intended use. While the 
clause mandates the use of validated methods, it lacks specific guidelines on how laboratories 
can verify that the manufacturer's validation is adequate for their specific clinical applications. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Verification of Manufacturer Validation: The clause does not provide guidance on 
how laboratories should verify that a method validated by the manufacturer is suitable 
for their particular clinical settings or patient populations. 

 Criteria for Method Suitability: There is a lack of criteria or a checklist for assessing 
the appropriateness and completeness of a manufacturer's validation, leading to 
potential inconsistencies. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Verification Guidelines: The clause does not outline specific steps or criteria 

for laboratories to verify manufacturer-validated methods, which is crucial for 
ensuring that these methods perform as expected in different clinical environments. 

 Assumption of Manufacturer Competence: The clause implicitly trusts the 
manufacturer’s validation without requiring independent verification, which may not 
always align with best practices or specific patient needs. 

 Documentation and Evidence of Validation: There is no requirement specified for 
manufacturers to provide comprehensive documentation or evidence of their 
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validation processes, making it difficult for laboratories to assess the reliability of these 
methods. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might assume that manufacturer validation is sufficient without conducting their 
own verification to ensure that the method performs adequately under their specific 
conditions, which could lead to inaccuracies in patient testing. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Failure to adequately verify manufacturer-validated methods can result in the use of 
inappropriate testing methods, affecting the accuracy of test results and ultimately impacting 
patient diagnosis and treatment. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Verification Guidelines: Develop and provide guidelines that detail how 
laboratories can verify the adequacy of manufacturer validations for their specific use 
cases, including environmental, demographic, and clinical variations. 

2. Criteria for Method Suitability: Introduce specific criteria or a checklist that 
laboratories can use to assess whether a manufacturer-validated method is suitable 
for their particular requirements. 

3. Mandatory Documentation from Manufacturers: Require manufacturers to provide 
detailed documentation of their validation processes, including performance data and 
scope of validation, to ensure transparency and allow for better assessment by 
laboratories. 

4. Regular Training and Updates: Implement training programs for laboratory personnel 
on how to critically assess and verify manufacturer validations and keep them updated 
on the latest standards and practices in method verification. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.1.a recognizes the importance of using validated 
examination methods, it would benefit from more specific guidance on verifying the adequacy 
of these methods, particularly those validated by manufacturers. Enhancing the clause with 
detailed verification guidelines and requirements for comprehensive documentation of 
validation by manufacturers would help ensure that the methods used in laboratories are 
reliable and appropriate for specific clinical settings. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.1b 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.1.b: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.1.b states that the performance specifications for each examination method should 
relate to the intended use of the examination and its impact on patient care. However, the 
clause does not provide specific guidelines or criteria for what constitutes adequate 
performance specifications. This lack of specificity can lead to challenges in ensuring that 
examination methods are appropriately aligned with clinical needs and patient safety. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Absence of Defined Criteria: There is no clear guidance on how to determine if the 
performance specifications of an examination method are adequate for its intended 
use, leading to potential variability in implementation and effectiveness. 



113 
 

 Lack of Reference Standards: The clause does not specify which standards or 
references should be used to compare or verify the adequacy of performance 
specifications, making it difficult for laboratories to uniformly implement this 
requirement. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Vague on Performance Specifications: The clause lacks detailed instructions on 

defining performance specifications that are crucial for ensuring the method’s 
suitability for specific clinical applications. 

 No Guidance on Verification of Specifications: There is no mention of how to verify 
that the existing performance specifications of a method meet the required standards 
for its intended use, which is vital for maintaining consistent quality and safety in 
laboratory testing. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without explicit criteria or guidelines, laboratories might adopt a broad interpretation of what 
constitutes suitable performance specifications, potentially leading to the use of methods that 
are not optimal for specific patient conditions or testing scenarios. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate or inappropriate performance specifications can lead to errors in diagnosis or 
treatment, directly affecting patient safety and the quality of care. Ensuring that examination 
methods are tailored to their clinical application is crucial for maintaining high standards of 
healthcare. 
 
 
 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Establishment of Specific Criteria: Develop and provide specific criteria for 
determining the adequacy of performance specifications, including quantitative and 
qualitative measures as applicable. 

2. Guidelines for Comparing Intended Use: Introduce guidelines on how to compare 
examination methods against intended use scenarios to ensure clinical relevance and 
safety. 

3. Documentation Requirements: Specify requirements for documenting the validation 
of performance specifications to enhance traceability and accountability. 

4. Regular Training and Updates: Implement regular training programs for laboratory 
personnel on evaluating and updating performance specifications to align with the 
latest clinical practices and technological advancements. 

 
g) Conclusion 
ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.1.b addresses an essential aspect of laboratory testing, but it 
could significantly benefit from more detailed guidelines on defining and verifying 
performance specifications. Enhancing this clause with clear criteria and verification 
guidelines would help laboratories ensure that their examination methods are consistently 
effective and safe for intended clinical uses. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.1e 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.1.e: 
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a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.1.e requires authorized personnel to periodically evaluate the examination 
methods provided by the laboratory to ensure they are clinically appropriate for the requests 
received. However, the clause lacks specifics on the criteria for such evaluations and does not 
define what constitutes "clinical appropriateness." This vagueness can lead to inconsistencies 
in how methods are evaluated across different laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Lack of Defined Evaluation Criteria: There are no specific guidelines on how to 
determine or assess the clinical appropriateness of examination methods. 

 Periodic Review: The clause mentions periodic evaluations but does not specify the 
frequency or detailed procedures for conducting these evaluations, which could lead 
to variations in practice. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Vague Definition of Clinical Appropriateness: The clause fails to clearly define what 

makes an examination method clinically appropriate, leaving too much room for 
subjective interpretation. 

 No Standardized Evaluation Process: There is a lack of a standardized process for 
evaluating the clinical appropriateness of examination methods, which could affect the 
uniformity and quality of laboratory services. 

 Documentation and Evidence: The clause does not specify the type of documentation 
or evidence required to support the evaluation of clinical appropriateness. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might use their own discretion to define and evaluate clinical appropriateness 
without a clear benchmark, potentially leading to the use of examination methods that are 
not optimal for specific clinical situations. 
e) Impact on Quality 
If examination methods are not consistently evaluated for clinical appropriateness, there 
could be a direct impact on the quality of patient care, potentially leading to inappropriate or 
inaccurate diagnoses. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clear Definition of Clinical Appropriateness: Develop and provide a clear, detailed 
definition of what constitutes the clinical appropriateness of an examination method. 

2. Guidelines for Evaluation Process: Introduce specific guidelines and criteria for the 
periodic evaluation of examination methods, including aspects such as frequency, 
required documentation, and standards for assessment. 

3. Training and Competency Development: Offer training programs for laboratory 
personnel on evaluating clinical appropriateness to ensure consistent application 
across the laboratory network. 

4. Audit and Feedback Mechanisms: Implement audit mechanisms to periodically 
review the application of these evaluations and provide feedback to improve the 
process. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.1.e addresses the important aspect of ensuring that 
examination methods are clinically appropriate, it lacks detailed guidance on defining and 
evaluating clinical appropriateness. Enhancing this clause with specific criteria and 
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standardized processes would significantly improve the consistency and reliability of 
laboratory testing, ultimately enhancing patient care. 
 
 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.2a 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.a: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.2.a of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories have a procedure to verify that 
they can properly perform examination methods before introducing them into use by ensuring 
that the required performance, as specified by the manufacturer or the method itself, can be 
achieved. This clause lacks specificity on how to determine if the manufacturer's validation is 
adequate and does not provide criteria for assessing the appropriateness of the method for 
its intended use. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Verification of Manufacturer's Validation: There is no guidance on the specific steps 
or criteria laboratories should use to verify that a manufacturer's validation meets the 
laboratory’s specific clinical and analytical requirements. 

 Performance Specifications: The clause does not specify what constitutes adequate 
performance specifications, nor does it guide how these should be compared with the 
intended use of the examination results. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Criteria for Performance Verification: The clause fails to provide detailed 

criteria for what performance specifications need to be verified against, especially in 
terms of clinical relevance and suitability for the intended patient population. 

 Documentation Requirements: There is a lack of detailed requirements on the 
documentation needed to support the verification process, such as performance 
benchmarks or validation studies conducted by the manufacturer. 

 Evaluation of Manufacturer's Evidence: The clause does not require laboratories to 
assess the robustness of the manufacturer’s validation evidence, which could lead to 
the adoption of methods that are not optimally validated for specific laboratory 
conditions or patient groups. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might accept the manufacturer's claims at face value without conducting their 
own tests to ensure the method performs well under their specific operating conditions. This 
could lead to discrepancies in test results when methods do not perform as expected in 
particular settings. 
e) Impact on Quality 
If the verification process is not robust, there could be significant implications for patient 
safety and test accuracy, leading to incorrect diagnoses or inappropriate treatment decisions. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Verification Guidelines: Introduce comprehensive guidelines that detail how 
laboratories should verify manufacturer's validations, including specific criteria for 
performance and clinical relevance. 
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2. Mandatory Documentation from Manufacturers: Require manufacturers to provide 
detailed documentation of their validation studies, including performance data and 
the scope of validation, to ensure transparency and allow laboratories to make 
informed decisions. 

3. Laboratory-Specific Validation Studies: Encourage laboratories to conduct their own 
validation studies to confirm that the methods are suitable for their specific conditions 
and patient populations. 

4. Regular Review and Auditing: Implement regular reviews and audits of the verification 
process to ensure ongoing compliance and effectiveness. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.a addresses the necessity of verifying examination 
methods, it lacks specificity in guiding laboratories on how to effectively assess and ensure 
the adequacy of manufacturer-provided validations. Strengthening this clause with clear 
verification criteria, detailed documentation requirements, and guidelines for laboratory-
specific validations would enhance the reliability and safety of laboratory testing. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.2b 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.b: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.2.b mandates that the performance specifications confirmed during the 
verification process must be relevant to the intended use of the examination results. However, 
it lacks explicit guidance on what specifically constitutes relevant performance specifications 
and does not detail the criteria for determining relevance to various clinical uses. This absence 
of detailed criteria can lead to ambiguities in ensuring that the methods are tailored 
appropriately for their intended applications. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Defining Relevance: The clause does not specify how to determine if performance 
specifications are relevant to the intended use, which could lead to variations in 
interpretations and applications across different laboratories. 

 Comparison with Intended Use: There is no guidance on how to compare these 
specifications with the intended use, nor is there a list of criteria for assessing whether 
the performance specifications meet the necessary clinical demands. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Specific Criteria: The clause lacks specific criteria or benchmarks for what 

constitutes appropriate performance specifications for different types of 
examinations. 

 Documentation and Justification: There is no requirement for documenting the 
rationale for why certain performance specifications are considered relevant, which 
could impact the transparency and traceability of decisions made during the 
verification process. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without clear criteria, laboratories might use arbitrary or non-standardized methods to 
determine the relevance of performance specifications, potentially leading to the use of 
examination methods that are not optimal for specific clinical conditions. 
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e) Impact on Quality 
Inappropriate or misaligned performance specifications could lead to inaccurate test results, 
misdiagnoses, and ultimately, suboptimal patient care. Ensuring that performance 
specifications directly relate to the intended clinical use is crucial for maintaining the reliability 
and clinical validity of laboratory tests. 
 
 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Establish Detailed Criteria: Develop and provide a detailed list of criteria for 
determining the relevance of performance specifications to the intended use of 
examination results. 

2. Guidance on Documentation: Implement requirements for laboratories to document 
the justification for determining the relevance of performance specifications, 
enhancing the traceability and auditability of verification processes. 

3. Regular Training and Updates: Offer regular training sessions for laboratory personnel 
on assessing and documenting the relevance of performance specifications to 
intended clinical uses. 

4. Audit and Review Mechanisms: Introduce regular audit and review mechanisms to 
ensure that the relevance of performance specifications is appropriately assessed and 
documented according to updated clinical standards and practices. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.b addresses the need for performance specifications to 
be relevant to the intended use of examination results, it lacks the specificity required to 
ensure that these specifications are appropriately aligned with clinical needs. Enhancing this 
clause with detailed criteria and documentation guidelines would help laboratories more 
effectively align their testing methods with the specific needs of patient care 
 

Analysis of clause 7.2.3c 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.c: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.2.c focuses on the verification of examination methods within medical laboratories, 
emphasizing those verification must be reviewed and authorized by competent individuals. 
However, it lacks explicit definitions for "competence" and does not provide detailed guidance 
on the extent of verification needed, leaving room for subjective interpretation. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Ambiguity in Competence Requirements: The clause does not specify what 
qualifications or experience constitutes "competence" for reviewing verification 
processes. 

 Extent of Verification: Without clear guidance on what "sufficient verification" entails, 
laboratories may struggle to consistently meet this requirement. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Specific Guidelines for Competence: There is no detailed description of the 

necessary qualifications or experience needed to be considered competent for 
verifying examination methods. 
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 Vague Verification Standards: The clause fails to detail the steps or criteria necessary 
to determine the sufficiency of the verification process. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret the requirements for competence differently, leading to 
inconsistencies in who is authorized to review and approve verification results. Similarly, the 
vague standards for verification could result in variations in how thoroughly methods are 
verified, affecting the reliability of examination results. 
 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistent interpretations of what constitutes sufficient verification and competence can 
lead to variability in examination outcomes, potentially compromising patient safety and the 
overall quality of laboratory results. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Define Competence Clearly: Introduce clear criteria for what qualifications or 
experiences are required to authorize and review verification processes. 

2. Standardize Verification Guidelines: Provide detailed guidelines or a checklist that 
specifies the required steps and criteria for sufficient verification of examination 
methods. 

3. Training Programs: Implement regular training for personnel involved in the 
verification process to ensure a consistent understanding of the requirements. 

4. Audit and Feedback Mechanisms: Establish regular audits and feedback mechanisms 
to monitor and evaluate the adequacy of the verification processes and the 
competence of the personnel involved. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.c mandates the verification of examination methods to 
be reviewed and authorized by competent individuals, it lacks specificity in defining 
competence and the extent of necessary verification. Strengthening this clause with explicit 
criteria and detailed verification guidelines would enhance the consistency and reliability of 
laboratory examinations, thereby improving patient care. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.2d 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.d: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.2.d states that personnel with the appropriate authorization and competence shall 
review the verification results and record that the results meet the specified requirements. 
While it highlights the need for qualified personnel to assess verification results, it lacks clarity 
on defining 'appropriate authorization' and 'competence', creating ambiguity around the 
qualifications required for these responsibilities. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Defining Authorization and Competence: The clause does not specify criteria or 
standards for what constitutes appropriate authorization and competence, potentially 
leading to inconsistent interpretations and applications across different laboratories. 
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 Documentation Requirements: The clause requires recording that verification results 
meet the specified requirements but does not specify the detail or format of these 
records, possibly leading to inconsistencies in documentation practices. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Vague Qualification Standards: The lack of clear definitions for "authorization" and 

"competence" may result in personnel without adequate qualifications reviewing 
verification results. 

 Insufficient Detail on Record-Keeping: The clause does not provide guidelines on how 
detailed the documentation should be, which may affect the quality and auditability 
of the verification records. 

 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without explicit criteria, laboratories might assign verification review responsibilities to 
personnel who lack the necessary experience or understanding, potentially compromising the 
integrity of the verification process. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequately qualified personnel reviewing verification results can lead to incorrect 
assessments, affecting the reliability of laboratory examinations and potentially leading to 
errors in clinical decision-making. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Establish Clear Criteria for Authorization and Competence: Introduce specific 
qualifications, training, and experience requirements for personnel responsible for 
reviewing verification results. 

2. Standardize Documentation Practices: Provide detailed guidelines on the content and 
format of the records to be maintained when verification results are reviewed, 
ensuring consistency and traceability. 

3. Training and Certification: Develop mandatory training and certification programs for 
personnel involved in the verification review process to standardize competencies 
across laboratories. 

4. Audit and Compliance Checks: Implement regular audits to ensure compliance with 
the qualification and documentation requirements, improving the overall quality of 
the verification process. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.d addresses important aspects of verification review by 
competent personnel, it falls short in explicitly defining the required qualifications and 
documentation standards. Enhancing this clause with clear criteria and detailed guidelines 
would help ensure that verification processes are consistently conducted by qualified 
individuals, thereby upholding the integrity and reliability of laboratory results. 
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Analysis of clause 7.2.3e 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.e, focusing on the 
instrumental method, method changes by company due to software or part of 
equipment changes: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.2.e specifies that if a method is revised by the issuing body, the laboratory must 
repeat verification to the extent necessary. However, it lacks clarity on how to determine the 
extent necessary for re-verification, especially when changes are related to software updates 
or equipment modifications. This can lead to varying practices among laboratories on 
maintaining method performance and reliability. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Defining the Extent of Necessary Verification: The clause does not provide criteria for 
determining how much verification is required when a method undergoes 
modifications, which can lead to insufficient or excessive verification efforts. 

 Impact of Software and Equipment Changes: It’s unclear how changes in software or 
hardware parts of an equipment affect the need for re-verification, potentially 
compromising test accuracy and reliability. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Vague Guidance on Re-verification Scope: The clause does not specify how to 

evaluate the impact of different types of method changes, such as software updates 
or minor hardware adjustments, on the overall method performance. 

 Lack of Procedural Specificity: There is no detailed protocol on assessing the effects 
of modifications, whether these are incremental updates or significant changes. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might only perform minimal verification after minor software updates due to 
unclear requirements, possibly overlooking significant impacts these changes could have on 
method accuracy. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate verification of updated methods can lead to errors in test results, affecting patient 
diagnosis and treatment. Ensuring accurate and reliable test results is crucial, particularly 
when method alterations could subtly alter outcomes. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Re-verification Guidelines: Provide clear guidelines on the levels of 
verification required for different types of method changes, including software 
updates and equipment changes. 

2. Assessment of Change Impact: Introduce mandatory impact assessments for any 
changes to the method, detailing how each type of change (software, hardware) 
impacts method performance. 

3. Documentation Requirements: Specify documentation standards for recording the 
nature of method changes and the corresponding verification activities. 

4. Regular Training: Implement training programs for laboratory personnel on managing 
and verifying method changes, focusing on understanding the implications of software 
and equipment modifications. 

 
g) Conclusion 



121 
 

While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.2.e addresses the need for re-verification following method 
revisions, it lacks detailed instructions on managing the impacts of software and equipment 
changes on method performance. Enhancing this clause with clear guidelines and specific 
procedures would help laboratories maintain high standards of accuracy and reliability in their 
testing methods, ensuring consistent patient care quality. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.3 
 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.3, which focuses on 
the validation of examination methods: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.3 outlines the requirements for the validation of examination methods that are 
either designed or developed by the laboratory, used beyond their original scope, or modified 
after validation. The clause stipulates that the validation must confirm through objective 
evidence that the specific requirements for the intended use of the examination are fulfilled. 
However, the clause is somewhat vague regarding the detailed process and the extent of 
validation necessary, especially when changes in software or equipment parts occur, 
impacting the examination methods. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Ambiguity in Validation Scope: The clause lacks explicit guidance on determining the 
"extent necessary" for validation when significant changes to the examination 
methods occur, such as software updates or equipment modifications. 

 Impact of Software and Equipment Changes: It is not clear how modifications in 
software or changes in equipment parts should be handled in terms of re-validation, 
potentially leading to inconsistencies in method performance. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Specific Guidelines: The clause does not provide concrete guidelines for 

assessing the impact of method changes due to new software implementations or 
hardware alterations, which could affect the validity and reliability of the examination 
methods. 

 Inadequate Detail on Validation Procedures: The details on how to conduct validation 
in light of new technologies or updates are insufficient, which may lead to suboptimal 
validation practices. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might underestimate the impact of minor software updates or hardware 
changes, neglecting necessary re-validation, which could compromise the examination 
method’s performance and clinical decision-making. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Failure to adequately validate modified examination methods can lead to incorrect test 
results, potentially affecting patient diagnosis and treatment. Proper validation is crucial to 
ensure that the examination methods perform as intended, especially when instrumental 
methods or part changes occur. 
f) Improvement Proposals 
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1. Define Validation Criteria: Establish clear criteria and a structured process for 
validating examination methods, especially when modifications due to software 
updates or equipment changes occur. 

2. Guidance on Technology Changes: Provide specific guidelines on how to handle 
validation when technological changes are implemented, including software updates 
and hardware modifications. 

3. Documentation and Justification: Require detailed documentation of the validation 
process, including justifications for the extent of validation undertaken in response to 
method changes. 

4. Regular Updates and Training: Encourage regular updates and training on the latest 
validation practices, especially in the context of technological advancements. 

 
 
 
 
 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.3 addresses the validation of examination methods, it lacks 
detailed guidance for handling method modifications due to technological changes. Enhancing 
the clause with specific procedures and criteria for validation in such scenarios would help 
ensure that the examination methods remain valid and reliable, safeguarding patient care 
quality. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.4 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 7.3.4, 
which covers various aspects related to the Evaluation of Measurement of 
Uncertainty (MU): 
 
a) Clause 7.3.4 a - General Requirements for MU 

 Issue: Clause states that all measurements have inherent bias and imprecision, 
requiring evaluation and maintenance of MU where relevant. However, it lacks specific 
guidelines on how to evaluate MU effectively. 

 Deficiencies: The general statement about bias and imprecision without detailed 
methods for evaluating MU can lead to inconsistencies in how laboratories implement 
these evaluations. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide a detailed methodology or reference standards like 
ISO/TS 20914, which could be explicitly included in the clause for clarity. 

b) Clause 7.3.4 b - Regular Review of MU Evaluations 
 Issue: Requires regular review of MU evaluations but does not specify the frequency 

or conditions that necessitate these reviews. 
 Deficiencies: The absence of specific intervals or criteria for review might result in 

inadequate monitoring of MU changes over time. 
 Improvement Proposal: Define explicit intervals or conditions under which MU 

evaluations should be reviewed to maintain consistent measurement validity. 
c) Clause 7.3.4 c - Exclusion from MU Estimation 
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 Issue: States that the rationale for excluding certain examinations from MU estimation 
should be documented without detailing acceptable reasons for exclusion. 

 Deficiencies: This might lead to arbitrary exclusions of MU estimation, affecting the 
reliability and comparability of results across different laboratories. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide a list of valid reasons for MU exclusion and examples 
of when it is and isn't applicable. 

d) Clause 7.3.4 d - Availability of MU Information 
 Issue: MU information must be made available on request but does not mention how 

this information should be presented or stored to ensure accessibility. 
 Deficiencies: Potential delays or difficulties in accessing MU information can impact 

clinical decision-making. 
 Improvement Proposal: Guidelines for maintaining and providing access to MU 

information should be specified, possibly through digital systems that ensure easy 
access. 

e) Clause 7.3.4 e - Response to Inquiries About MU 
 Issue: The response to MU inquiries must consider other sources of uncertainty, which 

is vaguely defined and could be interpreted variably. 
 Deficiencies: Lacks specificity on which additional uncertainties need consideration, 

potentially leading to incomplete responses to inquiries. 
 Improvement Proposal: Specify examples of other uncertainties that should be 

considered, such as pre-analytical variations or environmental factors. 
f) Clause 7.3.4 f - MU in Qualitative Examinations 

 Issue: Requires estimation of MU for qualitative results based on quantitative data but 
lacks clarity on methods or standards for doing so. 

 Deficiencies: Could result in non-uniform practices in estimating MU for qualitative 
tests across different laboratories. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide specific methodologies or reference guidelines for 
estimating MU in qualitative tests. 

g) Clause 7.3.4 g - Consideration of MU in Key Parts of Process 
 Issue: Suggests considering MU in key parts of the process for examinations with 

qualitative results but does not identify what constitutes 'key parts.' 
 Deficiencies: Ambiguity regarding 'key parts' may lead to important aspects of the 

examination process being overlooked when assessing MU. 
 Improvement Proposal: Clearly define 'key parts' of the examination process where 

MU should be assessed and provide criteria for identifying these parts. 
h) Clause 7.3.4 h - MU Consideration in Verification/Validation 

 Issue: Indicates that MU should be considered during verification or validation 'when 
relevant' but fails to specify when it is relevant. 

 Deficiencies: This vagueness can lead to inconsistent application of MU considerations 
during method validation and verification. 

 Improvement Proposal: Clarify situations where MU consideration is crucial during 
verification or validation and provide examples or criteria for relevance. 
 

Each of these points addresses a specific aspect of the measurement uncertainty evaluation 
process, highlighting the need for more detailed guidance to ensure consistent and reliable 
implementation across various laboratory settings. 
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Analysis of clause7.3.5  
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 7.3.5, 
addressing key issues regarding Biological Reference Intervals (BRI): 
 
a) Clause 7.3.5 a - Specification and Verification of BRI 

 Issue: The clause requires that BRIs and clinical decision limits be specified and their 
basis recorded to reflect the patient population served. While it allows the use of 
manufacturer-provided biological reference values, it necessitates verification that the 
population base of these values is acceptable. However, it lacks explicit guidelines on 
how to perform such verification effectively. 

 Deficiencies: The absence of a standardized verification system for BRIs provided by 
manufacturers can lead to inconsistencies in application and reliability of these 
reference values, especially in cosmopolitan cities with diverse populations. 

 Improvement Proposal: Develop and incorporate specific guidelines for verifying 
manufacturer-provided BRIs, including statistical methods and population matching 
criteria. 

b) Clause 7.3.5 b - Periodic Review and Communication of BRI Changes 
 Issue: While the clause mandates the periodic review of BRIs and communication of 

any changes, it does not specify the frequency or methods for such reviews or the 
details on how changes should be communicated. 

 Deficiencies: This vagueness can lead to insufficient monitoring and updating of BRIs, 
which may not accurately reflect changes in a diverse or evolving patient population. 

 Improvement Proposal: Define specific intervals for BRI reviews and establish clear 
protocols for updating and communicating changes to all relevant stakeholders . 

c) Clause 7.3.5 c - Impact of Examination Method Changes 
 Issue: This part requires a review of the impact on BRIs when changes to examination 

or pre-examination methods occur, and it requires communication to users where 
applicable. However, it does not provide guidance on how to assess the impact or 
determine when communication is necessary. 

 Deficiencies: The lack of detailed guidance can result in inadequate assessment of how 
method changes affect BRIs and in inconsistent communication practices. 

 Improvement Proposal: Offer detailed criteria and examples of significant method 
changes that require BRI reassessment and outline a standardized communication 
procedure for informing users of these impacts . 

d) Clause 7.3.5 d - BRIs for Qualitative Examinations 
 Issue: Specifies that for examinations identifying the presence or absence of a 

characteristic, the BRI is the characteristic to be identified. This simplification can 
overlook the nuances involved in interpreting qualitative results, especially in genetic 
examinations. 

 Deficiencies: The oversimplification could lead to misinterpretation of genetic or other 
qualitative tests where nuanced understanding is crucial. 

 Improvement Proposal: Expand this clause to include guidance on interpreting BRIs 
for qualitative examinations, particularly how to handle borderline or ambiguous 
results. 
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Overall, while Clause 7.3.5 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses important aspects of biological 
reference intervals and clinical decision limits, it lacks specificity in several critical areas. 
Enhancing this clause with detailed guidelines for verification, review processes, impact 
assessment, and special considerations for qualitative tests would significantly improve the 
standard's application and relevance, particularly in diverse and cosmopolitan environments. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.1 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.1: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.1 mandates that laboratories have procedures to ensure the validity of 
examination results. It requires that laboratories identify which examinations are subject to 
validation and monitor the results systematically to ensure ongoing validity. However, the 
clause lacks specificity on the exact methodologies or statistical tools that should be used, and 
it does not provide guidance on handling different scenarios or populations. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Systematic Monitoring: There is no clear definition of what constitutes systematic 
monitoring, nor is there guidance on how frequently monitoring should occur, which 
could lead to variability in practice. 

 Adaptation to Diverse Populations: In cosmopolitan areas with diverse populations, 
genetic, dietary, and environmental factors can influence test results. The standard 
does not address how to adapt reference ranges or validation processes to such 
diverse populations, potentially impacting the relevance and accuracy of test results. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Specific Methodologies: The clause does not specify which statistical methods 

or technologies are appropriate for monitoring test validity, especially in the context 
of advanced testing methods or when new technologies are employed. 

 Generic Approach to Validation: The clause takes a one-size-fits-all approach, lacking 
details on tailoring validation processes to specific tests or patient groups, especially 
in mixed population settings. 

 Communication of Changes: While it emphasizes monitoring and adapting validation 
based on results, there is no requirement for how changes should be communicated 
to stakeholders, which can affect how timely and effectively information is relayed. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without specific guidelines, laboratories might implement inadequate monitoring systems 
that fail to catch shifts in test accuracy or validity over time, particularly when population 
demographics change or when new technologies are integrated into testing processes. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistent validation practices can lead to errors in diagnosis or treatment, particularly for 
marginalized populations that may not be adequately represented in the initial validation 
studies used to establish test parameters. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Methodological Guidance: Provide explicit guidelines on acceptable 
statistical methods and technologies for validation monitoring. 
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2. Population-Specific Adaptations: Introduce requirements for adjusting validation 
processes based on demographic and geographic factors, ensuring that tests are 
accurate across different population groups. 

3. Communication Protocols: Establish protocols for communicating changes in 
validation status to all relevant stakeholders, including how to handle updates in a 
timely manner to minimize impact on patient care. 

4. Regular Audits and Updates: Mandate regular audits of validation processes and 
encourage ongoing updates based on the latest scientific research and demographic 
changes. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.1 addresses the necessity of validating examination 
methods to ensure their ongoing accuracy and reliability, it lacks detailed guidance for 
implementing these processes effectively across diverse populations. Enhancing this clause 
with clear, detailed methodologies, adaptation guidelines for diverse populations, and defined 
communication protocols would improve the standard’s applicability and ensure higher 
quality outcomes in laboratory testing. 
 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.1a 
 
Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 7.3.7.2.1a, 
focusing on Internal Quality Control (IQC) procedures: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.2.1a requires laboratories to establish an IQC procedure that monitors the 
ongoing validity of examination results according to specified criteria, verifying the attainment 
of intended quality relevant for clinical decision-making. However, the clause lacks specific 
guidelines on how to align the performance specifications of IQC procedures with varied 
clinical applications of the examinations. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Variability in Clinical Applications: The clause acknowledges that performance 
specifications for the same measurand may vary across different clinical settings, but 
it does not provide guidance on how to modify IQC procedures accordingly. 

 Specification of Criteria: There is ambiguity regarding what constitutes "specified 
criteria" for monitoring validity, leading to potential inconsistencies in how different 
laboratories implement their IQC procedures. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Detailed Implementation Guidance: The clause does not detail how to adjust 

IQC procedures to reflect the specific clinical applications or the variety of clinical 
settings where the tests are used. 

 Absence of Examples or Benchmarks: Without examples or benchmarks, laboratories 
may struggle to determine how to best configure their IQC systems to ensure they are 
appropriate for different clinical uses. 

 Generic Nature of Guidance: The general nature of the guidance provided may not 
adequately address the complexities involved in tailoring IQC systems for specific 
clinical contexts. 
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d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might either over-generalize the application of their IQC procedures without 
considering the specific nuances of different clinical settings or fail to adequately adapt IQC 
methods to ensure the reliability of results in specialized clinical scenarios. 
e) Impact on Quality 
If IQC procedures are not properly aligned with the clinical applications of the tests, there 
could be significant implications for the accuracy and reliability of test results, potentially 
leading to incorrect diagnoses or inappropriate treatment decisions. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Guidelines for Varied Clinical Settings: Develop and provide detailed 
guidelines or a framework that laboratories can follow to adapt their IQC procedures 
based on the clinical applications of the examinations. 

2. Specification of Criteria: Clearly define the "specified criteria" for IQC monitoring, 
including how these criteria should be adjusted for different clinical settings. 

3. Case Studies and Examples: Include case studies or examples demonstrating how IQC 
procedures can be tailored to meet the needs of different clinical applications 
effectively. 

4. Regular Review and Updates: Encourage regular reviews and updates of IQC 
procedures to ensure they remain relevant and effective as clinical practices and 
technologies evolve. 

 
 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.1a highlights the necessity for robust IQC procedures, it 
lacks specificity in guiding laboratories on how to effectively tailor these procedures to 
different clinical settings. Strengthening this clause with detailed implementation guidance, 
specific criteria, and practical examples would enhance the reliability and clinical relevance of 
laboratory testing processes. 

 
Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.a.2 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 
7.3.7.2.a.2: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.2.a.2 addresses the laboratory procedures for internal quality control (IQC) 
related to the detection of lot-to-lot variation in reagents or calibrators. The clause advises 
against changing IQC material lots on the same day or during the same run as a lot-to-lot 
reagent or calibrator change to avoid conflating variations. However, it lacks specificity in 
guiding the implementation of this procedure and does not define the necessary actions or 
checks to detect and address these variations effectively. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Operational Clarity: The clause does not specify how to practically implement the 
avoidance of simultaneous lot changes, which can lead to varied interpretations and 
practices among laboratories. 
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 Detection and Response Mechanisms: There is a lack of guidance on how to detect 
and respond to lot-to-lot variations, potentially leading to oversight or mishandling of 
variations that could impact test accuracy. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Detailed Protocols: The clause does not provide detailed protocols or 

methodologies for managing lot changes in reagents, calibrators, and IQC materials. 
 No Guidelines for Documentation: There are no specifications on documenting these 

changes or the outcomes of implementing the suggested practice, which is crucial for 
traceability and quality assurance. 

 Risk Management: The clause fails to address the risk management strategies needed 
when unavoidable simultaneous changes occur, leaving a gap in quality control 
procedures. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might not have a clear strategy for scheduling lot changes, potentially leading to 
simultaneous changes that the clause advises against, thereby compromising the detection of 
variations and the reliability of results. 
e) Impact on Quality 
Failure to effectively manage and monitor lot-to-lot variations can lead to inaccuracies in 
patient test results, impacting clinical decisions and patient safety. The lack of clear guidance 
might result in inconsistent practices across laboratories, undermining the reliability of 
examination methods. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Implementation Guidelines: Provide explicit guidelines on how to schedule and 
manage lot changes for reagents, calibrators, and IQC materials to avoid simultaneous 
changes. 

2. Detection Protocols: Outline specific protocols for detecting lot-to-lot variations, 
including statistical methods and frequency of checks. 

3. Documentation Standards: Establish requirements for documenting lot changes and 
the results of any associated quality control tests to enhance traceability and 
accountability. 

4. Risk Management Strategies: Offer strategies for managing situations where 
simultaneous lot changes are unavoidable, including additional checks or validations 
to ensure result accuracy. 

 
g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.a.2 acknowledges the importance of managing lot-to-
lot variations in laboratory reagents and calibrators, it lacks the specificity needed for effective 
implementation. Strengthening this clause with detailed guidelines, robust detection 
protocols, and comprehensive documentation requirements would greatly enhance the 
reliability and accuracy of laboratory testing processes, ensuring higher quality patient care. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.a.3 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 
7.3.7.2.a.3: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
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Clause 7.3.7.2.a.3 discusses the use of third-party Internal Quality Control (IQC) materials in 
addition to, or as an alternative to, those provided by reagent or instrument manufacturers. 
The clause suggests considering third-party controls to ensure broader oversight of the 
examination methods' accuracy. However, it lacks specificity in implementation guidance and 
doesn't address the criteria or scenarios where third-party IQC would be most beneficial or 
necessary. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation 

 Vagueness in Application: The clause suggests the use of third-party IQC materials but 
does not provide criteria for when or why these should be used, which might lead to 
inconsistent adoption and application across laboratories. 

 Comparability and Compatibility Issues: There is no mention of ensuring compatibility 
or comparability between third-party IQC materials and the specific reagents or 
instruments used, which can be critical for the validity of the quality control process. 

c) Deficiencies in the Clause 
 Lack of Guidelines for Selection and Use: The clause fails to provide guidelines on how 

to select appropriate third-party IQC materials and lacks details on the validation 
process for integrating these into existing laboratory workflows. 

 Documentation and Verification Absence: There is no requirement for documenting 
the rationale behind choosing third-party over manufacturer-provided IQC materials 
and for verifying the effectiveness of third-party materials in the specific testing 
context. 

 Risk Management Inadequacies: The clause does not address risk management 
considerations when introducing third-party IQC materials, such as assessing potential 
impacts on test accuracy or diagnostic outcomes. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories may interpret the clause as a recommendation rather than a requirement, 
potentially disregarding the use of third-party IQC materials even in situations where they 
might enhance test reliability and validity. 
 
e) Impact on Quality 
Inconsistent or incorrect use of third-party IQC materials can lead to inaccuracies in patient 
test results, impacting clinical decision-making and patient safety. Without clear guidance, 
laboratories may face challenges in maintaining consistent test quality and compliance with 
quality standards. 
f) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Selection Criteria: Introduce specific criteria for when and why third-party 
IQC materials should be considered, including compatibility and comparability with 
existing systems. 

2. Validation and Integration Guidelines: Provide guidelines on validating and 
integrating third-party IQC materials into laboratory processes, ensuring they meet the 
laboratory’s quality requirements. 

3. Documentation Requirements: Mandate the documentation of decisions related to 
the use of third-party IQC materials, including justifications and outcomes of any 
comparative studies or validations. 

4. Risk Management Framework: Develop a risk management framework that addresses 
the potential impacts of using third-party IQC materials on test accuracy and reliability. 
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g) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.a.3 acknowledges the potential benefits of using third-
party IQC materials, it lacks the necessary specificity and guidance for effective 
implementation. Enhancing this clause with clear criteria, validation guidelines, 
documentation requirements, and risk management strategies would help laboratories make 
informed decisions and maintain high-quality testing processes, ultimately ensuring better 
patient care outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.b.1,b.2,b.3 & b.4 
 
Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically addressing the 
factors for selecting IQC material as outlined in Clause 7.3.7.2.b.1, b.2, b.3, and b.4: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
The clause requires the selection of IQC material that is fit for its intended purpose, 
considering several factors. However, the guidelines lack specificity in how to measure or 
evaluate these factors effectively. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
b.1) Stability with Regard to the Properties of Interest 

 Deficiency: The clause lacks specificity on how stability should be measured or 
defined, leading to potential inconsistencies in how laboratories interpret and 
implement stability testing. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide clear definitions and testing protocols for evaluating 
stability, including recommended time frames and environmental conditions. 

b.2) Matrix as Close as Possible to That of Patient Samples 
 Deficiency: While recommending the use of a matrix similar to patient samples, the 

clause does not specify how close the similarity should be or how to evaluate this 
similarity. 

 Improvement Proposal: Define "closeness" in measurable terms and provide 
guidelines on acceptable variances and methods for testing matrix similarity. 

b.3) IQC Material Reacts to the Examination Method in a Manner as Close as Possible to 
Patient Samples 

 Deficiency: The requirement is vaguely worded without criteria for how to assess or 
quantify the reaction similarity between IQC materials and patient samples. 

 Improvement Proposal: Specify methods for comparing the reaction of IQC materials 
to that of patient samples, including statistical models or experimental setups. 

b.4) Clinically Relevant Challenge to the Examination Method 
 Deficiency: The clause mentions that IQC material should provide a "clinically relevant 

challenge" but does not explain what constitutes such a challenge or how to ensure 
the IQC material meets this requirement. 

 Improvement Proposal: Clarify what is meant by "clinically relevant challenge," 
provide examples of such challenges, and outline procedures for verifying that IQC 
materials meet clinical relevance criteria, especially concerning concentrations near 
clinical decision limits. 

c) Impact on Quality 
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The lack of detailed guidance and specific criteria in these sub-clauses can lead to the selection 
of inappropriate IQC materials, potentially compromising the accuracy and reliability of 
laboratory results, affecting patient safety and clinical decision-making. 
 
 
d) Conclusion 
The current wording of ISO 15189:2022 in Clause 7.3.7.2.b (subsections 1-4) is insufficiently 
detailed, leading to potential variability in the application and effectiveness of IQC practices 
across laboratories. Strengthening this clause with precise definitions, detailed evaluation 
criteria, and specific testing protocols would significantly enhance the consistency and 
reliability of internal quality controls in medical laboratories. This, in turn, would improve the 
overall quality of patient care by ensuring more accurate and reliable test results. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.c.1,2,3 
 
Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 
7.3.7.2.c.1, 2, and 3, which outlines alternative methods for Internal Quality control 
(IQC) when appropriate IQC materials are not available: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.2.c provides alternative IQC methods, but the clause lacks specific 
implementation guidance and does not address the potential limitations and challenges 
associated with these methods. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
c.1) Trend Analysis of Patient Results 

 Deficiency: The clause suggests using trend analysis such as moving averages or 
percentage thresholds of patient results, but it does not specify which statistical tools 
or software should be used, nor does it provide guidelines on setting thresholds or 
interpreting the data. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide detailed guidelines on the selection of statistical 
methods, setting up software for trend analysis, determining significant thresholds, 
and interpreting these trends in the context of patient care. 

 
c.2) Comparison of Results for Patient Samples 

 Deficiency: The suggestion to compare results from different procedures validated to 
ISO 17511 standards is helpful, yet the clause lacks guidance on how to set up and 
maintain such a comparison system effectively. It doesn’t detail the frequency of 
comparisons or how to handle discrepancies. 

 Improvement Proposal: Define protocols for conducting these comparisons, including 
how often they should be done, which alternative procedures are acceptable, and how 
to respond to results that do not align. 

c.3) Retesting of Retained Patient Samples 
 Deficiency: While retesting retained samples is proposed as an alternative IQC 

method, the clause does not provide guidelines on how to select samples for 
retention, storage conditions to ensure sample integrity, or the frequency and 
methodology for retesting. 
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 Improvement Proposal: Offer comprehensive guidance on the selection, labeling, 
storage, and retesting of retained samples, including criteria for choosing which 
samples to retain and how often retesting should occur. 

c) Impact on Quality 
The lack of detailed guidance on implementing alternative IQC methods could lead to 
variability in practices across laboratories, potentially affecting the accuracy and reliability of 
test results, and thereby impacting patient diagnosis and treatment. 
 
d) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.c, introduces valuable alternative methods for IQC 
when standard materials are unavailable, it falls short in providing the necessary specificity 
for effective implementation. Strengthening this clause with detailed instructions, specific 
criteria for each method, and procedural guidelines would greatly enhance the practical 
application of these alternatives, ensuring consistent and reliable quality control in laboratory 
settings. This improvement would support laboratories in maintaining high standards of 
accuracy and reliability in their testing processes, crucial for effective patient care. 
 
 
 
 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.d 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 
7.3.7.2.d, regarding the frequency of Internal Quality control (IQC) based on various 
factors: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.2.d states that IQC should be performed at a frequency determined by the 
stability and robustness of the examination method and the risk of harm from erroneous 
results. However, the clause lacks specifics on how to assess these factors and determine the 
appropriate frequency, leading to potential variability in IQC practices. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
Deficiency in Specificity 

 General Guidelines: The clause provides a general guideline but does not specify how 
to evaluate the stability and robustness of examination methods or how to assess the 
risk of harm to patients. 

 Lack of Quantitative Measures: There is no clear metric or method provided for 
quantifying the stability, robustness, or risk, which could lead to subjective 
interpretations and inconsistent practices among laboratories. 

 
Deficiency in Implementation Guidance 

 Risk Assessment Procedures: The clause does not offer a procedure or framework for 
assessing the risk of harm to patients due to erroneous results, which is critical for 
determining the necessary frequency of IQC. 
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 Adjustment of IQC Frequency: There are no guidelines on how frequently IQC 
frequency should be reviewed or adjusted in response to changes in examination 
methods or patient risk profiles. 

c) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might implement very different IQC frequencies based on their interpretation of 
method stability and patient risk, potentially compromising the consistency and reliability of 
test results across the healthcare system. 
d) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate or inconsistent application of this clause can lead to either overuse or underuse 
of IQC resources, affecting the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of laboratory operations. 
More critically, it could lead to lapses in detecting errors in examination methods, potentially 
resulting in harm to patients. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clear Metrics and Evaluation Criteria: Provide specific metrics and criteria for 
assessing the stability and robustness of examination methods, as well as clear 
guidelines for assessing the risk of harm to patients. 

2. Risk Assessment Framework: Introduce a standardized risk assessment framework 
that laboratories can use to determine the appropriate frequency of IQC based on 
patient safety considerations. 

3. Guidance on Frequency Adjustment: Offer protocols on how and when to review and 
adjust IQC frequency, including indicators or triggers for reassessment. 

4. Examples and Case Studies: Include examples and case studies to illustrate how 
different factors might affect the frequency of IQC in various clinical settings. 

 
f) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.d addresses the importance of tailoring IQC frequency 
to the stability of the examination method and patient risk, it lacks detailed guidance for 
implementing these recommendations effectively. Enhancing this clause with explicit criteria, 
a risk assessment framework, and clear adjustment protocols would improve the standard's 
utility and ensure more consistent, accurate, and safe laboratory practices. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.2.2.e 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 
7.3.7.2.e, regarding the recording and statistical analysis of Internal Quality Control 
(IQC) data: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.2.e mandates that IQC data be recorded in a manner that allows for the detection 
of trends and shifts, and that statistical techniques should be applied to review the results 
where applicable. While this guideline aims to ensure robust data analysis, it lacks specificity 
in several key areas, which could lead to variability in how data is managed and analyzed 
across laboratories. 
 
 
 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
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e.1) Recording of Data 
 Deficiency: The clause does not specify what constitutes effective recording practices 

for detecting trends and shifts. There's no guidance on the format, detail, or frequency 
of data recording necessary to facilitate effective trend analysis. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide detailed standards or examples of data recording 
formats that enhance the visibility of trends and shifts, including recommended 
practices for data entry, storage, and maintenance. 

e.2) Use of Statistical Techniques 
 Deficiency: The clause mentions the use of statistical techniques "where applicable" 

but does not define when or which statistical methods should be considered 
appropriate. This can lead to inconsistencies in the application and effectiveness of 
statistical analysis. 

 Improvement Proposal: Define specific scenarios where statistical techniques should 
be applied and provide a list of recommended statistical methods suitable for different 
types of IQC data analysis. 

c) Impact on Quality 
The vagueness of the clause can lead to inadequate data management and analysis practices, 
potentially resulting in the oversight of important trends or shifts in IQC data. This could 
compromise the accuracy of laboratory tests and ultimately affect patient safety and clinical 
decision-making. 
 
 
 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might adopt minimal or inappropriate data recording practices that do not 
adequately support trend detection or might apply statistical techniques inconsistently, 
leading to unreliable quality control outcomes. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Standardized Data Recording Protocols: Establish clear guidelines on how to record 
IQC data to facilitate trend and shift detection, including specific instructions on data 
granularity and frequency of updates. 

2. Guidelines for Statistical Analysis: Provide detailed guidelines on the use of statistical 
techniques, including when to use them and which techniques are best suited for 
various types of quality control data. 

3. Training and Resources: Offer training resources for laboratory personnel on best 
practices in data recording and statistical analysis to ensure high standards are met 
across all testing facilities. 

4. Audit and Review Mechanisms: Implement mechanisms for regular audits and 
reviews of data recording and analysis practices to ensure compliance with the 
standards and the effectiveness of the processes. 

 
f) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.e addresses important aspects of data management and 
statistical analysis for IQC, it lacks the specificity required for consistent and effective 
implementation. Strengthening this clause with clear data recording standards, detailed 
statistical guidelines, and robust training programs would enhance the reliability of laboratory 
testing processes and improve overall patient care quality. 
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Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.f 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 7.3.7.2.f, 
which discusses the review of Internal Quality Control (IQC) data: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.2.f states that IQC data should be reviewed against specified acceptability criteria 
at regular intervals and within a time frame that provides a meaningful indication of current 
performance. While this is crucial for maintaining test accuracy, the clause lacks detail on 
several key aspects of implementing these requirements effectively. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
f.1) Specified Acceptability Criteria 

 Deficiency: The clause mentions "specified acceptability criteria" but does not clarify 
who should establish these criteria, nor does it provide guidelines on how they should 
be formulated or adjusted based on the test or laboratory context. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide a framework for developing acceptability criteria, 
including factors to consider based on the type of tests performed, the complexity of 
the tests, and the potential impact on patient care. 

 
f.2) Regular Intervals 

 Deficiency: The term "regular intervals" is vague and can be interpreted variably across 
different laboratories, leading to inconsistencies in the frequency of reviews. 

 Improvement Proposal: Define what constitutes "regular intervals" more clearly, 
potentially varying by the type of examination method and associated risks, and 
provide examples or benchmarks for different testing scenarios. 

f.3) Time Frame for Meaningful Indication 
 Deficiency: The clause does not specify what is considered a suitable time frame that 

allows for a meaningful indication of current performance. Without specific guidance, 
labs may not review IQC data frequently enough to effectively monitor and react to 
performance issues. 

 Improvement Proposal: Specify recommended time frames for reviewing IQC data 
that are linked to the operational pace and risk level of the laboratory's services. 
Include minimum and maximum review periods to ensure timely detection and 
response to issues. 

c) Impact on Quality 
The lack of specific guidance on how to set acceptability criteria, determine review intervals, 
and appropriate time frames can lead to delays in identifying and addressing quality issues. 
This can compromise the accuracy and reliability of test results, affecting patient safety and 
clinical decision-making. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might set overly lenient or stringent review intervals, or inappropriate 
acceptability criteria, based on an incorrect interpretation of what is "regular" or 
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"meaningful", potentially leading to either complacency in addressing minor issues or 
overreaction to normal fluctuation in data. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Criteria Development Guidelines: Offer comprehensive guidelines on how to 
develop and adjust acceptability criteria, tailored to specific types of tests and their 
clinical implications. 

2. Clear Definitions of Review Intervals: Provide explicit definitions and examples of 
"regular intervals" for reviews, adapted to different types of laboratory operations and 
the criticality of the tests performed. 

3. Time Frame Recommendations: Establish clear recommendations for time frames for 
reviewing IQC data, including considerations for different levels of operational activity 
and risk. 

4. Training and Resources: Provide training and resources to laboratory personnel on 
best practices in setting and reviewing acceptability criteria, and on the importance of 
timely reviews for maintaining test quality. 

 
f) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.f emphasizes the importance of reviewing IQC data 
against specified criteria at regular intervals, it lacks the detail needed for consistent and 
effective implementation. Enhancing this clause with specific guidelines, clear definitions, and 
practical recommendations would improve the reliability of IQC processes and, consequently, 
the overall quality of laboratory testing. 
 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.2.g 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 
7.3.7.2.g, focusing on sub-clauses g.1 and g.2 regarding actions following failures in 
Internal Quality Control (IQC): 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.2.g outlines procedures for handling situations where IQC does not meet defined 
acceptability criteria. While it provides a general direction on preventing the release of patient 
results and re-examining samples, the specifics about how to implement these steps 
effectively are not detailed. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
g.1) Failure of IQC and Clinical Significance 

 Deficiency: The sub-clause directs that results be rejected and patient samples re-
examined when IQC fails, but it lacks detail on determining the clinical significance of 
such failures and the specific criteria for re-examination. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide criteria for assessing the clinical significance of IQC 
failures and detailed procedures for deciding when re-examination is necessary, 
including how to prioritize retesting based on patient risk. 

g.2) Evaluation of Results Post-IQC Failure 
 Deficiency: It requires evaluation of results from samples tested after the last 

successful IQC but does not specify how these evaluations should be conducted or 
what actions should be taken based on the evaluation findings. 
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 Improvement Proposal: Offer guidelines on the methods for evaluating these results, 
including specific steps to identify and address potential errors, and procedures for 
communicating with clinicians regarding potentially impacted results. 

c) Impact on Quality 
Vague guidelines for handling IQC failures can lead to inconsistent practices across 
laboratories, potentially resulting in the release of inaccurate patient results, which can 
significantly impact patient care and safety. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might vary widely in their definition of "clinically significant errors", leading to 
either unnecessary re-tests or failure to re-test when needed. Similarly, without clear 
guidance on evaluating past results, some errors might not be properly addressed. 
 
 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clarification of Clinically Significant Errors: Define what constitutes a clinically 
significant error and provide examples to help laboratories identify such situations. 

2. Detailed Re-examination Procedures: Outline specific steps for re-examining samples, 
including logistics, prioritization, and technical considerations for different types of 
tests. 

3. Evaluation Protocols for Past Results: Develop protocols for the retrospective 
evaluation of results, including decision-making processes for confirming, rejecting, or 
repeating tests. 

4. Communication Guidelines: Establish guidelines for communicating with clinical staff 
about potential impacts on patient care due to IQC failures, ensuring timely and 
appropriate clinical decisions. 

 
f) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.2.g addresses critical aspects of handling IQC failures, it 
lacks the specificity required for effective and consistent implementation. Strengthening this 
clause with clear definitions, detailed action steps, and robust evaluation guidelines would 
improve the reliability of laboratory operations and enhance patient safety by ensuring 
accurate test results are used for clinical decision-making. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.3 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 7.3.7.3 
concerning external quality assessment: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.3 covers the requirements for external quality assessment (EQA) in medical 
laboratories, emphasizing the need for participation in EQA schemes to ensure accuracy and 
reliability in laboratory testing. However, the clause could provide more specifics on 
implementing and integrating EQA results effectively within laboratory quality systems. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
g1) Preventing Release of Patient Results 
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 Deficiency: While the clause mandates preventing the release of patient results if IQC 
fails, it doesn't detail preventive measures or actions before such failures become 
evident through EQA, which could enhance proactive quality control. 

 Improvement Proposal: Introduce protocols for immediate actions and preventive 
measures upon identifying trends towards failure in EQA results, before reaching 
critical non-conformity. 

g2) Re-examination of Patient Samples 
 Deficiency: The requirement to re-examine patient samples after identifying 

significant errors through EQA is clear, but there is a lack of guidance on how to 
prioritize re-examinations and manage results that have already been reported. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide detailed guidelines on managing and communicating 
with clinicians about re-examined results, including protocols for urgent clinical 
situations. 

c) Impact on Quality 
Insufficient detail in managing EQA findings can lead to delayed corrective actions and 
potentially impact patient care due to the late identification of errors. This can undermine the 
laboratory's credibility and the overall confidence in laboratory results. 
 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might inconsistently apply EQA findings due to unclear guidelines on integrating 
these findings into continuous quality improvement processes, leading to varied quality 
standards across laboratories. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed EQA Integration Protocols: Develop comprehensive guidelines on how EQA 
results should be integrated into the laboratory’s quality management system, 
including clear thresholds for action. 

2. EQA Result Analysis Guidance: Provide specific methods for analyzing EQA results to 
quickly and effectively identify potential issues that could impact patient safety. 

3. Training and Resources: Offer training programs on EQA result interpretation and the 
effective implementation of corrective actions based on EQA findings. 

4. Feedback Mechanisms: Establish structured feedback mechanisms to review EQA 
participation effectiveness and improve EQA processes based on participant feedback. 

 
f) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.3 underscores the importance of external quality 
assessment in maintaining test accuracy and reliability, it lacks explicit guidance on the 
operationalization of EQA results. Enhancing this clause with detailed integration protocols, 
specific analysis guidance, and robust training would strengthen the effectiveness of EQA 
schemes and ensure higher quality standards in laboratory testing, ultimately improving 
patient outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 7.3.7.4 
 

Here’s a revised and detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for 
Clause 7.3.7.4, focused separately on aspects a, b, c, and d regarding the 
comparability of examination results: 
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a) Methodology Specification Deficiency 
Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 7.3.7.4 requires ensuring comparability of examination results but lacks explicit 
methodologies or criteria for achieving this across different methods or equipment. 
Deficiency 

 Lack of Specific Methodologies: There are no defined methodologies or statistical 
tests recommended to ensure comparability, which could lead to inconsistent 
practices and results. 

Improvement Proposal 
 Detailed Methodologies: Introduce specific methodologies for comparability testing, 

such as statistical equivalence testing, cross-validation procedures, or correlation 
studies, and provide examples of their application. 

b) Documentation and Review Processes Deficiency 
Context and Issue with Current Wording 
While the clause calls for recording the results of comparability assessments, it doesn't specify 
the details that should be included in these records or how often they should be reviewed. 
 
 
 
 
Deficiency 

 Vague Documentation Requirements: There's no guidance on the content of 
documentation or the periodic review of these records to ensure ongoing 
comparability. 

Improvement Proposal 
 Standardized Documentation: Specify required contents of documentation, such as 

method descriptions, statistical analyses, and conclusions. Define a schedule for 
regular review and updates to these records. 

c) Handling Non-Compliance Deficiency 
Context and Issue with Current Wording 
The clause does not provide protocols for addressing instances where comparability is not 
achieved. 
Deficiency 

 No Defined Non-Compliance Protocols: Absence of action plans for non-compliance 
can lead to unaddressed discrepancies in examination results across methods or sites. 

Improvement Proposal 
 Clear Non-Compliance Action Plan: Establish a protocol that includes immediate 

corrective actions, reassessment procedures, and escalation processes if initial 
remediation fails. 

d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Context and Issue with Current Wording 
The clause's lack of detail could lead to varied interpretations and applications across 
laboratories. 
Deficiency 

 Potential for Inconsistent Application: Laboratories may develop disparate standards 
for comparability, leading to significant variations in patient care outcomes. 

Improvement Proposal 
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 Guidance and Case Studies: Provide detailed guidance and case studies to illustrate 
acceptable and unacceptable variations in comparability assessments. Offer training 
modules to ensure a unified understanding and implementation of these standards 
across various laboratory settings. 

 
Conclusion 
The specificity in ISO 15189:2022, Clause 7.3.7.4 is crucial for ensuring that the comparability 
of examination results is maintained consistently across different testing scenarios. Enhancing 
this clause with clear, actionable guidelines and protocols will help laboratories ensure more 
reliable and uniform patient testing outcomes, thereby enhancing the quality of care 
provided. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.2.1 
 

Here's a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 8.2.1 on 
customer communication, focusing on the challenges associated with the jargon of 
"objectives" and "policies" within a quality management system: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 8.2.1 outlines the requirements for customer communication in the context of 
laboratory services, emphasizing the need for clear communication policies and objectives. 
However, the terms "objectives" and "policies" are used interchangeably without clear 
definitions, leading to potential confusion about their distinct roles within the quality 
management framework. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
Deficiency in Definition and Differentiation 

 Vagueness in Terms: The clause does not provide specific definitions for "objectives" 
and "policies", nor does it clearly differentiate between these terms. This oversight can 
lead to inconsistent interpretation and implementation across different laboratories. 

 Subjectivity in Application: Without explicit guidelines, the application of these terms 
becomes subjective, potentially leading to varied quality standards and 
communication strategies. 

Deficiency in Implementation Guidance 
 Lack of Implementation Details: The clause fails to specify how objectives and policies 

should be practically implemented within customer communication strategies. This 
lack of detail can result in ineffective communication practices that may not fully meet 
the needs or expectations of customers. 

c) Impact on Quality 
The ambiguity surrounding the terms "objectives" and "policies" and their implementation 
can lead to discrepancies in how laboratories communicate with customers, potentially 
affecting customer satisfaction, compliance with regulatory requirements, and overall service 
quality. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might develop objectives that are too broad or policies that are too restrictive, 
based on their interpretations of these terms, which could lead to either a lack of focus in 
customer interactions or overly rigid communication protocols that do not adapt to individual 
customer needs. 



141 
 

e) Improvement Proposals 
1. Clear Definitions and Distinctions: Provide clear definitions of "objectives" and 

"policies" within the context of customer communication and explicitly differentiate 
between these terms to guide their application. 

2. Guidelines for Implementation: Develop comprehensive guidelines detailing how 
objectives and policies should be implemented in customer communication strategies, 
including examples of effective communication practices. 

3. Training and Resources: Offer training programs and resources to help laboratory 
personnel understand and apply these terms effectively within their customer 
communication practices. 

4. Feedback Mechanisms: Establish mechanisms for gathering and analyzing customer 
feedback to continually assess and improve the effectiveness of communication 
objectives and policies. 

 
f) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 8.2.1 addresses important aspects of customer communication, 
it lacks specificity and clarity in defining and differentiating key terms such as "objectives" and 
"policies". Enhancing this clause with clear definitions, detailed implementation guidance, 
and robust training programs would improve the consistency and effectiveness of customer 
communications across laboratories, thereby enhancing the overall quality of laboratory 
services. 
 
 
 
 
 

Analysis of clause 8.22 
 

Here’s a comprehensive critique and deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically 
for Clause 8.2.2, focusing on the abstract nature of "objectives" and "policies" and the 
hypothetical concept of their "competence": 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 8.2.1 mandates that laboratory management must establish, document, and maintain 
objectives and policies aimed at fulfilling the purposes of the standard, which should 
specifically address the competence, quality, and consistent operation of the laboratory. The 
clause introduces complexity by using "competence" to describe these objectives and policies, 
a term typically reserved for individuals or systems, thus rendering its application here 
abstract and hypothetical. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
Deficiency in Clarity and Distinction 

 Vagueness and Subjectivity: The terms "objectives" and "policies" are not clearly 
defined or differentiated, and their effectiveness, referred to as "competence," is 
described in a way that is abstract and subjective. This lack of specificity leads to varied 
interpretations and implementations across different laboratories. 

Deficiency in Conceptual Clarity 
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 Hypothetical and Abstract Definitions: Applying the concept of "competence" to 
objectives and policies is unconventional and theoretical, making practical assessment 
or measurement challenging and somewhat unrealistic. 

Deficiency in Operationalization 
 Lack of Practical Guidance: There is a notable absence of actionable guidance on how 

to develop, implement, and measure the "competence" of objectives and policies, 
leading to inconsistencies in application and effectiveness. 

c) Impact on Quality 
The abstract use of "competence" and the vague definition of key terms can lead to 
inconsistencies in quality management practices, potentially affecting the reliability and 
efficiency of laboratory operations and impacting patient care and safety. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories may develop broad, non-specific objectives or overly rigid policies based on their 
interpretations of these terms, which could lead to misalignment between intended quality 
standards and actual practices. The term "competence" may be interpreted variably, leading 
to different standards of what qualifies as effective or adequate. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Clarification and Redefinition: Clearly define "objectives" and "policies" with distinct 
and actionable attributes. Redefine "competence" to more appropriate terms like 
"effectiveness" or "adequacy" that reflect measurable qualities. 

2. Detailed Criteria for Evaluation: Provide explicit criteria for evaluating the 
effectiveness of objectives and policies, including specific indicators and benchmarks. 

3. Examples and Case Studies: Include practical examples and case studies to illustrate 
how effectively implemented objectives and policies look, providing a real-world 
framework for laboratories to emulate. 

4. Guidance on Documentation and Review: Offer detailed guidance on documenting 
and regularly reviewing the development of objectives and policies to ensure they 
continually meet the evolving needs of the laboratory and comply with industry 
standards. 

 
f) Conclusion 
While Clause 8.2.2 of ISO 15189:2022 aims to ensure that laboratories operate with 
competence, quality, and consistency, its current wording introduces unnecessary complexity 
and lacks practical utility. Enhancing the clause with clearer definitions, actionable guidelines, 
and measurable criteria would significantly improve the consistency and effectiveness of 
quality management practices across laboratories, leading to better compliance with the 
standard and improved patient outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.2.3 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 8.2.3 on 
the evidence of management's commitment: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 8.2.3 requires laboratory management to provide evidence of commitment to the 
development and implementation of the management system and to continually improve its 
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effectiveness. However, the clause lacks specificity in defining what constitutes adequate 
evidence of commitment, leading to potential ambiguity in its application. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
Deficiency in Specification of Evidence 

 Vagueness in Evidence Requirements: The term "evidence of commitment" is not 
clearly defined, leaving it open to interpretation what exactly fulfills this requirement. 
This can lead to inconsistent practices across laboratories regarding how commitment 
is demonstrated. 

Deficiency in Continual Improvement Emphasis 
 Lack of Operational Details: While the clause calls for continual improvement, it does 

not specify how laboratories should document or measure the effectiveness of such 
improvements, which can hinder the systematic enhancement of the management 
system. 

c) Impact on Quality 
Ambiguities in how to demonstrate and measure commitment can lead to a lack of focused 
efforts towards quality improvement and may cause variations in the standard of practice 
across different laboratories, potentially impacting the overall quality of laboratory services. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without clear guidelines, laboratories might resort to superficial or minimal documentation 
of management commitment, which may not truly reflect an active and ongoing process of 
improvement but rather a compliance-focused approach. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Criteria for Evidence: Define what types of activities, documentation, and 
reviews constitute valid evidence of management commitment to encourage 
consistent and meaningful demonstrations of this commitment. 

2. Guidelines for Documenting Improvement: Provide specific guidelines on how to 
document and evaluate continual improvements within the management system, 
including examples of effective monitoring and revision techniques. 

3. Regular Training and Updates: Implement regular training sessions for management 
on how to effectively show commitment and lead continual improvement initiatives. 

4. Review and Audit Processes: Establish a process for regular reviews and audits to 
assess the actual impact of management activities on the laboratory’s quality 
management system, ensuring that the commitment leads to tangible improvements. 

 
f) Conclusion 
Clause 8.2.3 of ISO 15189:2022 aims to ensure that laboratory management is actively 
committed to both the implementation and ongoing enhancement of the management 
system. However, by providing more explicit requirements regarding the evidence of this 
commitment and how it should drive continual improvements, the standard can better guide 
laboratories towards achieving higher effectiveness and quality in their operations. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.2.4 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 8.2.4 
regarding documentation requirements: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
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Clause 8.2.4 stipulates that all documentation, processes, systems, and records related to 
fulfilling the requirements of the document must be included in, referenced from, or linked to 
the management system. However, the clause lacks clarity on key aspects such as what 
specifically needs to be linked, where to link it, and how to effectively make these links. This 
vagueness can lead to subjective interpretations and inconsistencies in implementation across 
laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
Deficiency in Specificity and Guidance 

 Lack of Specific Examples or Models: There is no guidance on what constitutes 
appropriate documentation or the specific processes that need linking. The terms 
"included in," "referenced from," and "linked to" are used without clear definitions or 
examples, creating confusion about the documentation structure. 

 Subjectivity in Linking and Referencing: The clause does not specify how to link or 
reference documents, which can lead to varied practices that may not adequately 
ensure that all relevant information is accessible or correctly integrated into the 
management system. 

c) Impact on Quality 
The ambiguity regarding documentation practices could lead to poor management of critical 
information, inconsistencies in how procedures are followed, and difficulties in maintaining 
compliance with quality standards, potentially compromising the overall integrity and 
effectiveness of the laboratory's quality management system. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Without clear guidelines, laboratories might decide independently what to document or how 
to link records, leading to significant variations in the accessibility and usability of critical 
information. This can affect audits, quality checks, and regulatory compliance. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Documentation Standards: Provide explicit standards and examples for what 
needs to be documented and how documents should be linked or referenced within 
the management system. 

2. Guidance on Documentation Practices: Offer clear guidance on the methods for 
linking and referencing documents, including digital and physical systems, to ensure 
consistency and accessibility. 

3. Templates and Tools: Develop templates or software tools that can assist laboratories 
in organizing and linking their documentation appropriately. 

4. Training Programs: Implement training programs focused on effective documentation 
management to ensure that all laboratory personnel understand and can implement 
the required practices effectively. 

 
f) Conclusion 
Clause 8.2.4 of ISO 15189:2022 is critical for ensuring that documentation within the 
laboratory management system is properly organized and accessible. However, its current 
form lacks the necessary specificity and practical guidance, leading to potential variability in 
its application. By enhancing the clause with detailed examples, explicit standards, and 
comprehensive guidance on documentation practices, ISO can significantly improve the 
consistency and reliability of laboratory documentation practices, thereby enhancing the 
overall quality and compliance of laboratory operations. 
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Analysis of clause 8.3 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 8.3 
regarding the control of management system documents: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 8.3 mandates the control of documents related to the management system, 
encompassing a wide array of materials including policy statements, procedures, flow charts, 
manufacturer’s instructions, and more. While it aims to ensure that all pertinent documents 
are properly managed, it lacks specificity in defining effective control mechanisms, which can 
lead to subjective interpretations and varied implementations across different laboratories. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
Lack of Specific Guidance on Document Control Processes 

 Deficiency: The clause broadly states the need for document control but does not 
specify the processes or methodologies that ensure effective control, such as specific 
technologies or systems to be used, which can lead to inconsistencies in how 
documents are managed across laboratories. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide detailed guidelines or standards for the types of 
document control systems that should be used, including recommendations for digital 
versus physical documentation systems. 

Vagueness in Defining Access and Security Measures 
 Deficiency: While the clause mentions protecting documents from unauthorized 

access and changes, it does not detail the security measures or access controls that 
should be implemented. This lack of clarity can result in inadequate protection of 
sensitive or critical information. 

 Improvement Proposal: Outline specific security protocols and access control 
measures, such as encryption, password protection, and user authorization levels. 

c) Impact on Quality 
The absence of clear, actionable guidance on document control can lead to poor information 
management, which in turn may affect the laboratory’s ability to meet regulatory 
requirements and maintain high-quality standards. Inconsistent document handling can also 
lead to errors or omissions that impact laboratory operations and patient safety. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might interpret "control" differently, with some opting for minimal security 
measures or inefficient document handling systems, potentially leading to critical information 
breaches or compliance issues. 
 
 
 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Standardized Document Control Systems: Introduce standards for document control 
systems that specify the technology and methods to be used for managing both digital 
and physical documents. 

2. Detailed Security and Access Guidelines: Provide explicit instructions on securing 
documents, including the use of modern IT security practices like multi-factor 
authentication and role-based access control systems. 
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3. Comprehensive Training Programs: Offer training for laboratory personnel on the 
importance of document control and how to implement these controls effectively to 
ensure compliance and information integrity. 

4. Regular Audits and Reviews: Mandate regular audits of document control practices to 
ensure adherence to the standards and continuous improvement in document 
handling processes. 

 
 
f) Conclusion 
While ISO 15189:2022, Clause 8.3 addresses the critical aspect of document control within 
laboratory management systems, its current form lacks the necessary specificity and detail to 
guide laboratories effectively. Enhancing the clause with concrete definitions, specific 
methodologies, and stringent security measures would greatly improve the standard's utility 
in promoting consistent, secure, and efficient document management practices across 
laboratory environments. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.4 
 

Here’s a detailed deficiency analysis of ISO 15189:2022, specifically for Clause 8.4, 
focusing on control of records: 
 
a) Context and Issue with Current Wording 
Clause 8.4 outlines the requirements for creating, amending, and retaining records to 
demonstrate compliance with the document’s requirements. However, the clause lacks clear 
specifications on the procedures for adequate record creation, amendment, retention, and 
particularly the methods for tracing amendments and ensuring data integrity, which may lead 
to varied interpretations and inconsistent practices. 
b) Challenges in Interpretation and Deficiencies 
Deficiency in Tracing Amendments 

 Deficiency: The clause states that amendments to records should be traceable to 
previous versions or original observations, but it lacks specific guidance on how to 
implement such traceability effectively. This absence of detail can lead to 
inconsistencies in how records are amended and traced. 

 Improvement Proposal: Provide explicit methods or technologies for ensuring that 
amendments are traceable, such as electronic audit trails, version control systems, or 
standardized forms documenting changes. 

Deficiency in Specificity of Retention and Access 
 Deficiency: While the clause specifies that records must be retained and kept 

accessible, it does not detail the methods for ensuring continuous accessibility and 
legibility throughout the retention period, which is critical for compliance and audits. 

 Improvement Proposal: Outline specific standards or technologies for storing, 
archiving, and retrieving records, ensuring they remain legible and readily accessible 
for the duration required by regulatory or organizational policies. 

Vagueness in Protection and Security of Records 
 Deficiency: The requirements for protecting records from unauthorized access and 

changes are mentioned, but without detailing the security measures or systems to be 
used, leading to potential vulnerabilities in record integrity and security. 
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 Improvement Proposal: Specify security practices such as encryption, access controls, 
and physical security measures for record protection, tailored to different types of 
record media (digital vs. physical). 

c) Impact on Quality 
Inadequate control over record management can lead to data breaches, loss of record 
integrity, and non-compliance with regulatory requirements, negatively affecting the 
laboratory’s credibility and the reliability of its test results. 
d) Examples of Potential Misinterpretation 
Laboratories might use inadequate or outdated methods for record retention and amendment 
tracking, leading to issues with data integrity and difficulties during audits. Additionally, 
without specified security measures, records might be susceptible to unauthorized access and 
alterations. 
e) Improvement Proposals 

1. Detailed Record Management Procedures: Establish comprehensive procedures and 
criteria for record creation, amendment, retention, and access, including technological 
solutions to support these activities. 

2. Security and Access Controls: Provide guidelines for implementing robust security 
measures tailored to the type of records and their sensitivity. 

3. Training and Resources: Offer training programs on effective record management and 
security practices to ensure that all personnel are aware of their responsibilities and 
the procedures to follow. 

4. Audit and Review Mechanisms: Mandate regular audits of record management 
practices to ensure compliance with the standards and identify opportunities for 
improvement. 

 
f) Conclusion 
Clause 8.4 of ISO 15189:2022 is critical for ensuring the integrity and security of laboratory 
records but lacks the specificity required for effective and uniform implementation across 
laboratories. Enhancing this clause with clear, actionable guidance on record management 
processes and security measures would significantly improve the reliability and compliance of 
laboratory operations. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.5.1 
 

Analysis of "Undesired Impact" and "Potential Failure" in ISO 15189:2022 (Clause 
8.5.1) 
 

Clause Reference: 8.5.1 Identification of Risks and Opportunities for Improvement 
ISO 15189:2022 under Clause 8.5.1 discusses the laboratory’s responsibility to identify risks 
and opportunities for improvement to prevent or reduce undesired impacts and potential 
failures in laboratory activities . 
 
 
 
 
Concerns with "Undesired Impact" and "Potential Failure": 
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The terms "undesired impact" and "potential failure" are qualitative and carry a level of 
uncertainty that may result in variable interpretations and responses when implemented in 
medical laboratory settings. 
"Undesired Impact" Analysis: 

 This phrase is unspecific, potentially encompassing a wide range of scenarios from 
minor inconveniences to major systemic problems. 

 Varied personal judgment and organizational cultures can lead to differing perceptions 
of what constitutes an "undesired impact," impacting the consistency of risk 
assessments. 

"Potential Failure" Analysis: 
 The term "potential failure" implies a possibility but does not define the likelihood or 

severity of such failure. 
 It leaves room for subjective evaluation of what could go wrong, rather than a 

structured assessment of identified risks. 
 
Justification for Deficiency: 
Ambiguity in these terms can result in inconsistent risk management practices across 
laboratories. If one laboratory interprets an "undesired impact" as any deviation from 
standard procedures, while another interprets it as only those deviations that result in 
significant harm or error, the actions taken to mitigate such impacts will vary significantly. 
Similarly, what one laboratory might see as a "potential failure" might not be perceived the 
same way by another. 
 
Impact on Quality: 
The subjective interpretation of these terms can lead to variability in the quality management 
processes of laboratories. This variability could manifest in the form of inconsistent 
application of preventive measures, leading to uneven levels of patient care and laboratory 
reliability. 
Improvement Proposal: 

 Provide clear definitions or examples of what constitutes an "undesired impact" and a 
"potential failure" in the context of laboratory activities. 

 Introduce a structured risk assessment framework that guides laboratories on 
evaluating and classifying the severity and likelihood of potential impacts and failures. 

 Offer training modules or supplemental materials that clarify these terms within the 
standard’s context, to promote a uniform understanding. 

 
 
Conclusion: 
The use of broad terms such as "undesired impact" and "potential failure" in ISO 15189:2022 
can lead to inconsistent practices in laboratories’ risk management processes. By defining 
these terms more precisely and providing a framework for their evaluation, the standard can 
better guide laboratories toward uniform and effective risk management strategies, thus 
maintaining high-quality standards and patient safety. 
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Evaluation of "Opportunities for Improvement" in ISO 15189:2022 (Clause 8.5.1) 
Clause Reference: 8.5.1 Actions to Address Risks and Opportunities 
 
Clause 8.5.1 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories must plan and implement actions 
to address both risks and "opportunities for improvement" within their quality management 
systems. 
Subjectivity Concerns: 

 "Opportunities for improvement" is a phrase that inherently suggests potential 
enhancements, but it lacks specificity, leading to different interpretations and 
implementation strategies across various laboratories. 

Examples of Varied Interpretations: 
 A laboratory might consider the introduction of a new, more efficient data 

management system as an opportunity for improvement, while another might focus 
on staff training enhancements. 

 One laboratory could interpret opportunities for improvement as broad strategic 
changes, such as expanding services, whereas another might see it as fine-tuning 
existing protocols. 

Justification for Deficiency: 
The term's broad nature means that laboratories might prioritize different areas for 
improvement based on their own internal assessments and objectives. This can result in 
inconsistent improvements and disparities in service quality among laboratories. 
Impact on Quality: 

 The lack of clarity might lead to missed chances for standardizing best practices across 
laboratories. 

 Laboratories might apply resources toward areas that they perceive as opportunities 
for improvement, which may not align with industry-wide quality advancements. 

Improvement Proposal: 
 To enhance clarity, ISO 15189:2022 could define categories or criteria for what might 

constitute an opportunity for improvement, such as patient safety, turnaround times, 
accuracy of results, or cost-efficiency. 

 The standard could provide a non-exhaustive list of common improvement 
opportunities identified within medical laboratories to guide laboratories in their 
internal assessments. 

 Introduce a requirement for laboratories to document their criteria for identifying 
opportunities for improvement, ensuring a more transparent and structured 
approach. 

 
Conclusion: 
The phrase "opportunities for improvement" in ISO 15189:2022 should be better defined to 
ensure a consistent approach across all medical laboratories. By providing clearer guidance on 
what constitutes an opportunity for improvement and how to prioritize these opportunities, 
the standard can aid laboratories in systematically enhancing their quality management 
systems, thus supporting continuous quality improvement in laboratory services. 
 

 
 



150 
 

 
 
 
Analysis of clause 8.6.1 
 

Analysis of "Continual Improvement" in ISO 15189:2022 (Clause 8.6.1) 
Clause Reference and Context: 
 Clause 8.6.1 of ISO 15189:2022 mandates that laboratories "shall continually improve the 
effectiveness of the management system, including the pre-examination, examination, and 
post-examination processes as stated in the objectives and policies". 
Concerns with Vagueness and Subjectivity: The requirement for continual improvement, 
while foundational to quality management principles, is often perceived as vague due to its 
broad formulation. The clause does not specify the methods or metrics for assessing 
improvements, nor does it define what constitutes sufficient progress towards the stated 
objectives and policies. This can lead to varied interpretations and implementations across 
different laboratory settings. 
 
Example of Varied Implementation: 

 One laboratory may interpret continual improvement as incremental changes in 
operational efficiency or reductions in error rates. 

 Another might see it as a mandate for radical process reengineering or adopting new 
technologies to enhance diagnostic capabilities. 

 
Justification for Deficiency: The lack of detailed guidance on how to implement continual 
improvement can result in inconsistent application of this principle. Without concrete 
benchmarks or clear definitions of what improvement entails, laboratories may not effectively 
prioritize their efforts or may invest in areas that do not yield significant enhancements in 
quality or efficiency. 
 
Impact on Quality: This ambiguity can compromise the quality of laboratory services by 
leading to: 

 Disparate focus on areas deemed important by individual management rather than on 
universally recognized quality standards. 

 Insufficient alignment of improvement efforts with critical patient safety or clinical 
outcome metrics. 

 Inequitable resource allocation, where some areas may receive more attention and 
resources than others, not based on risk or need but on managerial discretion. 

 
Improvement Proposal: 

 Defining "Continual Improvement": The standard could benefit from a more explicit 
definition of continual improvement that includes examples of measurable outcomes 
and suggestions for periodic review. 

 Implementation Framework: Introduce a framework that outlines specific steps for 
achieving continual improvement, such as the Plan-Do-Check-Act (PDCA) cycle, with 
examples tailored to laboratory processes. 
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 Metrics and Benchmarks: Establish industry-wide benchmarks for key performance 
indicators that all laboratories should aim to meet or exceed, thereby providing a 
clearer target for improvement efforts. 

 Guidance on Prioritization: Offer guidelines on how to prioritize improvement 
initiatives based on risk assessments, impact on patient care, and operational 
efficiency. 

 
 
 
Conclusion:  
While the concept of continual improvement is central to ISO 15189:2022, its effective 
implementation requires more structured guidance to ensure consistent and meaningful 
enhancements across all laboratories. By clarifying what continual improvement entails and 
providing actionable steps and metrics, the standard can help laboratories systematically 
enhance their management systems and the quality of patient care they provide. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.6.2 
 
Analysis of Clause 8.6.2 of ISO 15189:2022 - Feedback from Laboratory Users and 
Personnel 
 
Context and Textual Interpretation: Clause 8.6.2 of ISO 15189:2022 states that laboratories 
shall seek feedback from their patients, users, and personnel to improve the management 
system, laboratory activities, and services. This feedback must be analyzed and utilized for 
system improvements, with records of the feedback and resultant actions maintained. 
Concerns Regarding Clarity and Subjectivity: The terms "user," "personnel," and "improve the 
management system" are integral to this clause but can lead to ambiguity due to their broad 
and unspecific nature: 

1. "User" and "Personnel": These terms can encompass a wide range of stakeholders 
with varying perspectives and expectations. For example, a "user" could be interpreted 
as a patient, a healthcare provider, or an affiliate institution, each requiring different 
approaches to feedback collection and management. 

2. "Improve the Management System": This phrase suggests an overarching goal but 
lacks specificity on what improvements are necessary or how they should be 
prioritized based on feedback. 

Examples and Impact on Quality: 
 Variability in User Feedback Processing: A laboratory may interpret feedback 

differently based on its internal policies or the individual responsible for the analysis. 
This can lead to inconsistent responses to similar issues, potentially affecting the 
quality and reliability of laboratory results. 

 Personnel Engagement Levels: The definition of "personnel" could vary from front-
line technicians to high-level managers. Feedback from different levels of personnel 
might be valued differently, which could affect the morale and efficiency of the 
laboratory workforce. 

Justification for Deficiency: The vagueness in how to systematically process and integrate 
feedback can result in disparate improvement measures across laboratories. If not properly 
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defined, these terms can lead to a lack of alignment in feedback processes and improvement 
actions, thus compromising the effectiveness of quality management systems. 
Improvement Proposal: 

1. Define Stakeholder Categories: More precise definitions of "users" and "personnel" 
should be provided, potentially categorizing feedback sources to tailor improvement 
actions more effectively. 

2. Guidelines for Feedback Analysis: Establish clear guidelines or frameworks for 
analyzing feedback, including methods for categorization, prioritization, and 
integration into the management system. 

3. Transparent Feedback Processes: Implement standard operating procedures for 
handling feedback, including communication strategies to inform stakeholders of the 
actions taken and the reasons behind them. 

 
 
Conclusion: Clause 8.6.2, while crucial for continual improvement, suffers from a lack of 
specificity that could hinder its effective implementation. By clarifying key terms and providing 
structured approaches to feedback management, ISO 15189:2022 can enhance the 
consistency and efficacy of laboratory improvements, ultimately leading to better patient 
outcomes and laboratory reliability. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.7 
 

Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 Clause 8.7 - Nonconformities and Corrective Actions 
 
Context and Current Wording Issues: Clause 8.7 of ISO 15189:2022 deals with the processes 
for addressing nonconformities and taking corrective actions within medical laboratories. The 
current phrasing and structure of the clause raise several issues, impacting its clarity and the 
uniformity of its application across different laboratories: 

1. Nonconformities and Corrective Action Not Defined: 
 The standard fails to provide explicit definitions for critical terms like 

"nonconformities" and "corrective action" within the relevant sections (Clause 
3 or elsewhere in a straightforward manner), which could confuse users new 
to the standard or from different backgrounds. 

2. Identification of Nonconformities: 
 It is not specifically stated how nonconformities should be identified, leaving 

the process open to interpretation. This can result in inconsistencies in 
identifying issues that need to be addressed, which is crucial for maintaining 
laboratory quality and safety. 

3. Post-Identification Actions: 
 After identifying the cause of a nonconformity, the standard does not clearly 

delineate the steps that laboratories should undertake, which could lead to 
ineffective or incomplete resolutions. 

4. Review and Analysis: 
 The standard mentions the need to review and analyze nonconformities to 

evaluate the need for corrective actions but does not specify a validated 
process or methodology for this analysis, making it hypothetical and possibly 
ineffective. 
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5. Lack of Immediate Action Guidance: 
 Clause 8.7 is vague about the immediate actions required once nonconformity 

is detected, particularly in critical situations that might compromise patient 
safety. 

Justification for Deficiency: The vagueness and lack of detailed guidance in Clause 8.7 may 
lead laboratories to implement this clause inconsistently. Some labs might adopt a rigorous 
approach, while others might take minimal action due to the lack of explicit requirements. 
This variability can directly compromise the quality and reliability of laboratory results and, by 
extension, patient safety. 
 
 
 
Improvement Proposals: 

1. Definitions and Clear Guidance: 
 Introduce clear definitions for "nonconformities" and "corrective actions" 

within the context of the standard to ensure a uniform understanding across 
all user levels. 

 Detail a step-by-step process for identifying, documenting, and addressing 
nonconformities. 

2. Standardized Identification Process: 
 Provide guidelines or tools for effectively identifying nonconformities, possibly 

including checklists or decision trees that help pinpoint issues based on 
common laboratory scenarios. 

3. Detailed Actions Post-Identification: 
 Specify actions to be taken after the cause of a nonconformity is identified, 

including containment actions, informing relevant stakeholders, and steps for 
mitigation. 

4. Validated Review Processes: 
 Mandate the use of validated methods for reviewing and analyzing 

nonconformities, potentially recommending specific analytical techniques or 
frameworks known for their effectiveness in quality management systems. 

5. Immediate Action Protocols: 
 Clearly describe the immediate actions required in response to detected 

nonconformities, particularly those that pose immediate risks to patient safety, 
including how to escalate issues within the organization. 

 
 Conclusion: 
 Enhancing the specificity and clarity of Clause 8.7 in ISO 15189:2022 is essential to ensure 
that all laboratories adhere to a high standard of quality and safety. By addressing these 
deficiencies, the standard will better support laboratories in implementing effective corrective 
actions and nonconformity management processes, thereby improving the overall reliability 
of laboratory operations and patient care outcomes. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.8 
 

Analysis of Clause 8.8 in ISO 15189:2022 - Evaluations and Quality Indicators 
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Context and Current Wording Issues: Clause 8.8 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses the laboratory's 
need to conduct evaluations and monitor quality indicators to ensure the continuous 
improvement of its management system. However, there are several ambiguities and gaps in 
the standard that can lead to variability in its application. 

1. Lack of Definition for "Evaluation": 
 The term "evaluation" is used without a clear definition in the context of 

medical laboratories. This vagueness makes it difficult for laboratories to 
understand what encompasses an evaluation, the process, and its extent. The 
standard fails to provide explicit definitions for critical terms like 
"nonconformities" and "corrective action" within the relevant sections (Clause 
3 or elsewhere in a straightforward manner), which could confuse users new 
to the standard or from different backgrounds. 

2. Clarity Issues in 8.8.2 - Quality Indicators: 
 Clause 8.8.2 mentions the need to monitor quality indicators but lacks clarity 

on what these indicators are, how they should be monitored, the objectives 
behind their monitoring, and the duration for which they should be tracked. 
There is also no mention of validated methodologies or reference to 
companion standards or publications for guidance . 

Justification for Deficiency: The lack of detailed information and definitions can lead to 
subjective interpretations of what constitutes proper evaluation and monitoring, leading to 
inconsistent practices among laboratories. This inconsistency can undermine the effectiveness 
of quality management systems and compromise laboratory service quality. 
Examples of Potential Misinterpretation: 

 A laboratory might consider customer satisfaction as a primary quality indicator while 
neglecting other critical performance metrics like turnaround times or error rates. 

 Another laboratory might perform evaluations sporadically rather than continuously 
due to unclear guidance on the process and frequency. 

Impact on Quality: 
 Misunderstanding what needs to be evaluated and how evaluations should be 

conducted can lead to incomplete or ineffective oversight of laboratory processes. 
 Inconsistency in the application and monitoring of quality indicators can prevent 

laboratories from identifying areas needing improvement or recognizing trends that 
could lead to significant quality issues. 

Improvement Proposals: 
1. Define "Evaluation" Explicitly: 

 Introduce a clear definition of "evaluation" within Clause 3 or at the first 
mention in the standard. Define what constitutes an evaluation in the medical 
laboratory context, including examples and scenarios. 

2. Detailed Guidance on Quality Indicators: 
 Specify what quality indicators should be monitored. Provide a list of 

recommended indicators along with methodologies for their measurement 
and monitoring. 

 Include guidance on setting objectives for each indicator, methodologies for 
assessment, process validation, and the frequency and duration of monitoring. 

3. Reference to Companion Standards: 
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 Where relevant, refer to companion standards or external publications that 
provide additional detail on validated methodologies and best practices for 
conducting evaluations and monitoring quality indicators. 

 
 Conclusion: 
 Enhancing Clause 8.8 of ISO 15189:2022 by providing clear definitions, detailed procedural 
guidance, and references to additional resources would significantly improve the standard's 
clarity and applicability. Such improvements would help ensure that laboratories across the 
globe can uniformly implement effective evaluations and quality monitoring practices, leading 
to higher overall service quality and reliability. 
 

Analysis of clause 8.9 

 

Analysis of Clause 8.9 in ISO 15189:2022 - Management Reviews 
 
Context and Issues with Current Wording: Clause 8.9 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses 
management reviews, which are critical for ensuring that the laboratory's management 
system is suitable, adequate, effective, and aligned with the strategic direction of the 
organization. However, there are several concerns regarding the clarity and applicability of 
this clause, particularly in smaller laboratory settings: 
 

1. Formal Meetings Not Always Feasible (8.9.2): 
 For small laboratories, where management may be closely involved in daily 

operations, the requirement for formal management review meetings can 
seem redundant or impractical. These laboratories often make decisions on a 
day-to-day basis, which might not be formally documented as management 
reviews . 

2. Vagueness of "Objectives" (8.9.2): 
 The term "objectives" within the context of management review inputs is 

vague and can be interpreted variably. This leads to inconsistencies in how 
objectives are reviewed, which can impact the strategic planning and quality 
improvement processes of laboratories . 

3. Interpretation of Review Output (8.9.3): 
 Clause 8.9.3, which deals with the outputs of management reviews, is also 

vague, particularly in terms of what should be considered as outputs and how 
they should be actioned. This lack of specificity can lead to varied 
implementations, which may not effectively address the laboratory's needs or 
lead to tangible improvements . 

Impact on Quality: 
 The ambiguity and perceived irrelevance of formal management reviews in smaller 

settings can lead to underutilization of this practice, potentially missing out on critical 
opportunities for systematic review and improvement. 

 Inconsistencies in defining and reviewing objectives can result in misaligned priorities 
and ineffective strategic planning. 

 Vague requirements for review outputs can prevent effective action planning, 
monitoring, and realization of improvements. 

Improvement Proposals: 



156 
 

1. Flexibility for Small Laboratories: 
 Introduce flexibility in the standard for small laboratories, allowing for less 

formal but documented review processes that are practical and effective in a 
small-scale setting. This could include simplified documentation requirements 
or alternative review formats such as brief regular briefings. 

2. Clarification of Objectives and Outputs: 
 Provide examples or a detailed description of what should be included in 

management review objectives and expected outputs. This could help 
standardize practices and ensure that all relevant strategic and operational 
aspects are covered. 

3. Guidance on Effective Management Reviews: 
 Offer guidelines or best practices on conducting effective management 

reviews, including how to document decisions and actions in less formal 
settings. This guidance could also include how to utilize management reviews 
to drive continual improvement effectively. 

 
 
Conclusion: 
 Clarifying and adapting the requirements of Clause 8.9 in ISO 15189:2022 to suit different 
laboratory sizes and operational scales is essential for ensuring that management reviews are 
both practical and beneficial across all types of laboratory settings. By addressing these 
deficiencies, the standard can help laboratories more effectively use management reviews as 
a tool for quality enhancement and strategic alignment. 
 
 
 

 

 

CHAPTER-06 
 

 

Challenging the Competence of ISO 15189:2022: When Standards for 
Laboratory Quality Fail to Fulfil Competence Requirements" 

 
ARTICLE 

 
 
ISO 15189:2022 is fundamentally crafted to enhance the competence and quality of medical 
laboratory operations. Spanning various clauses, this standard sets critical guidelines intended 
to ensure that laboratories operate at the pinnacle of accuracy, reliability, and compliance. 
Each clause—from 4 to 8—addresses different but equally crucial aspects of laboratory 
operations, ranging from impartiality and confidentiality in Clause 4 to detailed management 
system requirements in Clause 8. Despite the comprehensive framework these clauses aim to 
provide, they reveal significant deficiencies that could undermine the overall efficacy of the 
standard. 
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Clause 4 highlights issues with impartiality and confidentiality, setting the tone for the 
operational integrity expected across laboratory practices. However, it lacks the specificity 
needed to guide laboratories on how to implement these principles effectively. Clause 5 and 
6 delve into structural, managerial, and resource requirements but fail to offer the clarity and 
detail necessary for laboratories to apply these standards consistently, thus posing risks to 
maintaining operational competence. Clause 7, dedicated to testing procedures, also falls 
short in detailing rigorous standards that ensure the accuracy and reliability of testing, critical 
for valid results. Lastly, Clause 8, while aiming to standardize quality management systems, is 
fraught with gaps that hinder the effective implementation of these systems. 
Collectively, these clauses are intended to scaffold the high standards of practice required in 
medical laboratories. Yet, the existing gaps and the lack of detailed guidance across these 
critical areas highlight a pressing need for revisions. This analysis aims to dissect these 
shortcomings systematically, offering a comprehensive look at where the standard fails to 
meet the necessary competencies and how it might be improved to better support the 
complex and dynamic environment of modern medical laboratories. 
 

Detailed Competence Analysis Clause 4 
 
Clause 4.1: Impartiality 
The clause mandates impartiality within laboratory processes but falls short by not providing 
clear, actionable methods for ensuring or measuring this impartiality. The absence of explicit 
examples and measurable criteria leaves much to interpretation, potentially leading to 
inconsistencies in implementation. Laboratories are left without a concrete framework to 
guarantee unbiased operations, which is crucial for maintaining trust and integrity in medical 
testing and results. 

Clause 4.2: Confidentiality 
Confidentiality in handling patient information is crucial for ethical and legal compliance. 
However, the current iteration of Clause 4.2 lacks depth in its protocols for managing sensitive 
information. It fails to outline specific strategies for avoiding quality compromise through 
mishandling of information or breaches. Furthermore, it does not address the ongoing 
training or evaluation of staff regarding information handling, which is necessary given the 
evolving nature of technology and data management. 

Clause 4.3: Patient Requirements 
This sub-clause does not effectively reflect the necessity for laboratories to adapt to the 
continuous evolution in patient care and medical technologies. It leaves much of the 
responsibility for updating procedures and adopting new technologies ambiguously up to the 
laboratories, without providing a structured guideline on how to approach these updates. 

 
Justification of Critique 
The lack of specificity and clarity in Clause 4 contributes to potential vulnerabilities within 
laboratory operations. Ambiguities in how to apply the standards regarding impartiality and 
confidentiality could lead to varied interpretations and applications, diminishing the overall 
robustness of the standard. Moreover, the absence of detailed requirements for continuous 
training and process updates risks leaving staff underprepared for handling emerging 
challenges effectively. 
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Recommendations for Improvement 
To rectify these issues, the following improvements are suggested: 

1. Define Impartiality Clearly: Introduce specific criteria and examples to illustrate how 
impartiality can be measured and maintained. 

2. Enhance Confidentiality Protocols: Develop comprehensive protocols that detail the 
steps for secure handling and protection of patient information, coupled with regular 
training sessions. 

3. Standardize Updates for Patient Care Requirements: Mandate regular reviews and 
updates to procedures and technologies, ensuring they align with current medical 
standards and patient needs. 

 

Detailed Competence Analysis clause 5 
 
Clause 5.1: Legal Entity 
The requirement for a laboratory to be a legal entity is stated, but the standard fails to connect 
how this status contributes to operational competence. This omission leaves a gap in 
understanding the practical implications of legal recognition on laboratory functionality and 
quality assurance. 

Clause 5.2: Laboratory Director 
While the role of the laboratory director is critical, Clause 5.2 lacks detailed competency 
requirements for this position. The absence of defined qualifications and responsibilities 
allows for the potential appointment of directors without adequate expertise, risking the 
integrity and effectiveness of laboratory management. 

Clause 5.3: Laboratory Activities 
This sub-clause does not provide sufficient clarity on how laboratories should adapt their 
activities to continuously evolving examination and treatment needs. The lack of explicit 
directives for innovation and adaptation in laboratory processes could hinder a lab's ability to 
maintain current with medical advancements. 

Clause 5.4: Structure and Authority 
The standards outlined for structuring and defining authority within the laboratory are vague 
and do not guarantee the maintenance of impartiality or the effective monitoring of structural 
effectiveness. This deficiency can lead to inefficiencies and conflicts within laboratory 
operations, compromising operational competence. 

Clause 5.5: Objectives and Policies 
Objectives and policies within a laboratory setting are crucial for guiding operations towards 
compliance and quality. However, Clause 5.5 fails to mandate laboratories to set objectives 
that reflect higher and more stringent regulations, potentially limiting the scope of quality 
management and compliance. 

Clause 5.6: Risk Management 
Risk management is a critical component of laboratory operations. Nevertheless, the clause 
does not explicitly require laboratories to implement continuous improvement actions based 
on risk evaluation findings, which is vital for adapting to and mitigating potential operational 
risks. 

 
Justification of Critique 
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The analysis highlights significant gaps in Clause 5 that directly impact the competence and 
operational integrity of medical laboratories. Each sub-clause within this section lacks specific, 
actionable directives necessary for maintaining the high standards expected in modern 
medical practice. The vague nature of these directives can lead to inconsistent applications 
and interpretations, ultimately affecting the quality of laboratory services. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
To address these critical deficiencies, the following improvements are recommended: 

1. Clarify the Impact of Legal Entity Status: Define how being a legal entity enhances 
operational competence and compliance. 

2. Detail Requirements for Laboratory Directors: Specify qualifications and continuous 
professional development requirements for laboratory directors to ensure leadership 
competence. 

3. Update Laboratory Activity Protocols Regularly: Mandate the inclusion of procedures 
for regular updates to laboratory activities to keep pace with technological and 
medical advancements. 

4. Strengthen Structural and Authority Guidelines: Provide detailed descriptions of how 
structure and authority should be managed to ensure effectiveness and impartiality. 

5. Expand Objectives and Compliance Requirements: Require laboratories to develop 
objectives that anticipate and exceed emerging regulations and quality standards. 

6. Enforce Continuous Improvement Based on Risk Management: Integrate mandatory 
protocols for implementing improvements derived from systematic risk assessments. 

 

Detailed competence Analysis Clause 6 
 
Clause 6.1: General Resource Requirements 
The general expectations for resource availability are outlined, but the clause lacks specifics 
on how these resources directly contribute to operational competence. Without detailed 
standards or quality benchmarks for resources, laboratories may struggle to consistently meet 
the high standards required for medical testing. 

Clause 6.2: Personnel 
Personnel management is critical for laboratory efficiency and accuracy. However, Clause 6.2 
fails to define specific standards for evaluating the competence of personnel or establish a 
system for continuous competence assessment. This oversight can lead to variations in staff 
capability, affecting the overall quality of laboratory outputs. 

Clause 6.3: Facilities and Environmental Conditions 
While the clause emphasizes the importance of suitable conditions, it does not specify 
ongoing evaluation metrics for these conditions or outline how they should be impartially 
managed. The lack of detail may result in inadequate maintenance of the controlled 
environments necessary for precise laboratory operations. 

Clause 6.4: Equipment 
Equipment management is crucial for accurate diagnostics, yet Clause 6.4 lacks explicit 
instructions for regular impartial validation and maintenance to prevent quality compromise. 
This deficiency can lead to the use of poorly maintained or outdated equipment, jeopardizing 
test results and patient safety. 

Clause 6.5: Calibration and Traceability 
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The standards for ensuring equipment calibration and traceability are insufficiently detailed, 
lacking explicit processes for continuous monitoring and systematic validation. This can result 
in inaccuracies in diagnostic testing due to miscalibrated or untraceable equipment. 

 
Justification of Critique 
The analysis highlights several deficiencies within Clause 6 that undermine the ability of 
medical laboratories to maintain competence and ensure quality. The lack of specificity and 
actionable guidelines across sub-clauses dealing with critical resources—personnel, facilities, 
and equipment—creates a gap in the standard's ability to enforce a consistently high level of 
laboratory operation. These gaps may lead to variability in laboratory performance and 
compromise patient safety. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
To address the issues identified in Clause 6, the following improvements are suggested: 

1. Enhance Resource Standards: Introduce specific quality and performance benchmarks 
for all resources, including personnel qualifications, equipment standards, and facility 
conditions. 

2. Define Competence Metrics for Personnel: Establish clear criteria and continuous 
evaluation processes for assessing personnel competence, aligned with the latest 
scientific and technological advancements. 

3. Detail Facility Monitoring Procedures: Mandate regular and detailed assessments of 
laboratory conditions to ensure they meet the required standards for all testing 
procedures. 

4. Strengthen Equipment Management Protocols: Develop comprehensive guidelines 
for equipment validation, maintenance, and calibration, including clear intervals and 
standards for these processes. 

5. Improve Calibration and Traceability Processes: Specify rigorous protocols for the 
continuous monitoring and validation of equipment calibration and traceability to 
maintain accuracy in test results. 

 

Detailed Competence Analysis Clause 7 
 
Clause 7.1: Testing Procedures 
Clause 7.1 is fundamental in guiding laboratories on how to perform tests accurately. 
However, the clause lacks explicit details on ensuring the reliability and accuracy of these 
procedures, which leaves room for interpretation and inconsistent application across 
laboratories. 

Clause 7.2: Validation of Methods 
While the clause addresses the need for method validation, it does not provide sufficient 
detail on how to conduct such validations, particularly for new or modified testing methods. 
The absence of standardized validation processes can lead to variability in test outcomes and 
potential inaccuracies. 

Clause 7.3: Measurement Uncertainty 
The evaluation of measurement uncertainty (MU) is critical for interpreting test results 
correctly. However, Clause 7.3 fails to dictate clear guidelines on how to measure and 
incorporate MU into clinical decisions, potentially compromising the diagnostic accuracy. 
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Clause 7.4: Biological Reference Intervals 
The clause stipulates that laboratories should establish and use appropriate biological 
reference intervals. Nonetheless, it does not specify the methods for determining these 
intervals or for updating them in response to new clinical data, which could affect the 
relevance and accuracy of test interpretations. 

Clause 7.5: Ensuring Validity of Results 
This sub-clause focuses on maintaining the validity of test results. It lacks rigorous 
requirements for ongoing verification and quality control processes, which are essential to 
detect and correct errors in a timely manner. 

 
Justification of Critique 
The analysis underscores a significant concern: Clause 7 does not provide the necessary detail 
and specificity required for laboratories to implement robust and reliable testing procedures 
consistently. This generality and lack of detailed guidance can lead to discrepancies in testing 
methodologies and outcomes, affecting the overall quality of laboratory services and patient 
care. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
To enhance the effectiveness and applicability of Clause 7, the following improvements are 
recommended: 

1. Detail Testing Procedures: Introduce more detailed protocols for all testing 
procedures, including step-by-step guidance and criteria for accuracy. 

2. Standardize Method Validation: Provide comprehensive guidelines for the validation 
of testing methods, including criteria for acceptance and periodic review. 

3. Clarify Measurement Uncertainty: Define explicit procedures for calculating and 
applying measurement uncertainty to ensure it is consistently considered in clinical 
decision-making. 

4. Update Reference Intervals: Mandate regular reviews and updates of biological 
reference intervals based on the latest clinical data and demographic changes. 

5. Strengthen Result Validity Processes: Implement stricter requirements for ongoing 
testing validity checks, including systematic quality control and error correction 
protocols. 

 

Detailed competence Analysis Clause 8 
 
Clause 8.1: Management System Documentation 
Clause 8.1 addresses the need for appropriate documentation of the management system. 
While it acknowledges the importance of documentation for operational consistency, it fails 
to specify the extent or the detailed requirements of such documentation. This vagueness can 
lead to insufficient record-keeping that may not support compliance or continuous 
improvement effectively. 

 
 
Clause 8.2: Management Responsibilities 
This sub-clause aims to define the roles and responsibilities of management. However, it does 
not provide clear guidelines or criteria for accountability mechanisms or the delineation of 
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these responsibilities, which can lead to mismanagement and inefficiencies within the 
laboratory's operational structure. 

Clause 8.3: Personnel Competence and Awareness 
Clause 8.3 stresses the importance of personnel competence, but it lacks explicit 
requirements for ensuring ongoing training and development. Without a structured approach 
to maintaining and enhancing staff skills, laboratories may struggle to keep pace with 
technological advances and evolving best practices. 

Clause 8.4: Customer Communication and Feedback 
Effective communication with customers and the management of their feedback are crucial 
for laboratory services. Nevertheless, Clause 8.4 does not sufficiently detail the procedures 
for handling customer interactions and feedback, which is essential for customer satisfaction 
and quality service delivery. 

Clause 8.5: Internal Audit and Review 
While the clause recognizes the need for internal audits to ensure the management system's 
effectiveness, it provides limited guidance on conducting these audits or addressing findings. 
The lack of detailed audit protocols can lead to inconsistencies in how audits are performed 
and how their results are utilized for improvements. 

 
Justification of Critique 
The critique of Clause 8 highlights significant shortcomings that compromise the robustness 
and reliability of management systems in medical laboratories. The generalities and 
insufficient specifics within the clause do not provide the necessary foundation for 
laboratories to develop, implement, and maintain high-quality management practices. This 
can lead to gaps in compliance, quality control, and continuous improvement efforts. 

 
Recommendations for Improvement 
To address these deficiencies, the following enhancements are suggested: 

1. Enhance Documentation Requirements: Specify detailed requirements for the types 
and extents of documentation needed, including electronic records, to support all 
aspects of laboratory operations. 

2. Clarify Management Responsibilities: Provide a clear framework for defining roles and 
responsibilities at every management level, along with accountability measures. 

3. Strengthen Personnel Development Protocols: Mandate regular training and 
competency assessments for all laboratory staff to ensure they are updated with 
current knowledge and skills. 

4. Detail Customer Communication Processes: Develop comprehensive protocols for 
customer communication, including handling inquiries, complaints, and feedback, to 
enhance service quality and customer satisfaction. 

5. Standardize Internal Audit Procedures: Introduce standardized procedures for 
conducting internal audits and specify how findings should be addressed to ensure 
continuous system improvements. 
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General Conclusion for the Competence Analysis of ISO 15189:2022 
 

ISO 15189:2022 is crafted to bolster the standards of quality and competence across medical 

laboratories. Despite its comprehensive approach, the standard exhibits significant 
shortcomings across several clauses that hinder its effectiveness and applicability in 
enhancing laboratory operations. 
 

Clause 4 touches on the critical aspects of impartiality and confidentiality, yet it lacks the 

depth and clarity necessary for laboratories to implement these guidelines effectively. 
Addressing these deficiencies is crucial for ensuring the operational integrity and compliance 
of laboratories. 

Clause 5 aims to provide a foundation for structural and managerial functions within 

laboratories. However, its current framework falls short of offering the robust support needed 
for laboratories to consistently enhance and maintain their operational standards. By refining 
and strengthening this clause, ISO can ensure that laboratories not only meet regulatory 
compliance but also lead in quality and efficiency. 

Clause 6 is pivotal in defining resource requirements but is found wanting in the detail needed 

to fully support the competence and quality assurance of laboratory operations. 
Enhancements to this clause would guarantee that laboratories are equipped with the 
necessary resources to deliver reliable and accurate results, thereby safeguarding patient 
health and safety. 

Clause 7 is essential for setting standards for testing procedures. Nevertheless, it lacks the 

requisite depth for guaranteeing consistent implementation and high-quality outcomes. 
Improvements in this area would not only enhance laboratory competence but also ensure 
that testing procedures are robust and capable of meeting the dynamic needs of patient care. 

Clause 8 crucial for defining laboratory management systems, also shows gaps in detail that 

compromise the support for ongoing competence and quality improvement. By fortifying this 
clause, laboratories can advance in operational excellence and quality service provision. 
By addressing these identified gaps, ISO can significantly improve the utility and effectiveness 
of the standard, providing a more comprehensive and practical framework that ensures 
laboratories operates at the highest standards of quality and competence. These changes are 
imperative for laboratories to not only remain compliant with evolving standards but also to 
adapt and thrive in the ever-changing landscape of medical science. 
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CHAPTER-6A 
 

Title: Critical Evaluation of ISO 15189:2022 - Addressing Competence 

and Compliance 

 

ANALYSIS 
 

 

The revised ISO 15189:2022 standard serves as a cornerstone in establishing quality and 

competence in medical laboratories. However, a meticulous analysis of this standard reveals 

significant concerns regarding the sufficiency of the competence definitions provided within 

its clauses and subclauses. This document seeks to dissect these concerns through a detailed 

competence analysis, utilizing a structured framework from the attached "competence criteria" 

to evaluate the standards prescribed by ISO 15189:2022. 

 

Methodology of Competence Analysis: 

 
The analysis employed a comprehensive approach, examining each clause against a predefined 

set of competence criteria (a to l) as outlined in the attached criteria file. These criteria include 

ensuring no ambiguity in requirements (a), maintaining impartiality in quality systems (b), 

preventing leverage that could compromise quality (c), ensuring adequate and competent 

manpower (d), and thorough documentation and record-keeping (e). The evaluation process 

systematically identified deficiencies where the standard failed to meet each criterion, 

providing a clear, logical analysis of where and how the standard's requirements may 

undermine the laboratory's competence and compliance. 

Through this rigorous examination, the document aims to offer constructive criticism and 

actionable recommendations that can potentially guide revisions of the standard, ensuring it 

not only meets but exceeds the necessary requirements for laboratory competence on a global 

scale. 

 

 

Clause: 4 
 

The ISO 15189:2022 standard delineates requirements for quality and competence in medical 

laboratories. However, upon detailed analysis, certain clauses within sections 4.1 to 4.3 exhibit 

deficiencies that could undermine the framework's robustness regarding competence criteria. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 

 Clause 4.1 (Impartiality): While the intent for impartiality is clear, there is a lack of 

explicit methods for ensuring and measuring this impartiality, which may result in 

ambiguity (a) and fail to provide a comprehensive structure for impartiality (b). 

 Clause 4.2 (Confidentiality): The confidentiality standards do not explicitly describe 

the handling of information that ensures avoidance of quality compromise (c), nor do 

they address the implementation of continuous training or evaluation measures for 

information handling (g, h). 
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 Clause 4.2.1 to 4.2.3 (Information Management): There is insufficient detail 

regarding continuous monitoring (i) and process verification (j), which are crucial for 

competence. 

 Clause 4.3 (Patient Requirements): This clause inadequately reflects the continuous 

improvement of processes (k), leaving it to laboratories to infer the need for ongoing 

updates in procedures and technologies. 

 

Justification of the Argument 

 Ambiguity (a): The standard does not provide measurable criteria or examples of 

impartiality, leaving room for interpretation. 

 Impartiality and Quality System (b): There is a gap in describing how a laboratory's 

structure ensures impartiality, leading to potential conflicts of interest. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The clauses fail to mandate specific protocols that 

prevent compromising quality due to user leverage. 

 Competent Resources (d): The text does not define how to measure or ensure the 

competence of resources explicitly. 

 Documentation and Records (e): There is an absence of a requirement for 

comprehensive documentation that extends beyond information management to all 

aspects of laboratory operations. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The standard does not address how 

laboratories should adapt to changes in regulations or higher authority requirements. 

 Continuous Training (g): The need for continuous training, particularly in the face of 

evolving medical knowledge and technology, is not addressed. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h, i): The standard does not provide for 

continuous and systematic measurement processes or evaluation of competence across 

all operations. 

 Process Verification (j): Verification and validation processes are not thoroughly 

defined, leading to potential inconsistency in implementation. 

 Additional Considerations (k): There is an absence of encouragement or requirement 

for laboratories to adapt or expand upon the basic criteria to reflect the unique 

challenges or advancements within their specific fields. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
To address these issues, the following improvements are recommended: 

 Introduce specific criteria and examples to define impartiality and how it can be 

measured and maintained. 

 Develop explicit protocols to safeguard against compromising quality due to user 

leverage. 

 Establish requirements for the documentation that covers all aspects of laboratory 

operations. 

 Mandate regular updates and training in response to new medical information, 

technologies, and regulatory changes. 

 Define processes for the continuous measurement and evaluation of operations to 

ensure they align with competence standards. 

 

Conclusion 
The examination of ISO 15189:2022 sections 4.1 to 4.3 has unveiled gaps in the standard's 

ability to unfailingly support the criteria for competence. Although the intention for quality and 

competence is apparent, the absence of explicit directives may lead to inconsistent application 

and hinder the realization of the standard's full potential. Implementing the recommendations 
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would enhance the clarity and application of the standard, ensuring a high level of competence 

in medical laboratory practices. 

 

 

 

 

Clause 5 
 

The clauses within section 5 of ISO 15189:2022 are intended to outline the structural and 

governance requirements for medical laboratories, contributing to a competent quality 

management system. However, a critical analysis of these clauses reveals several areas where 

the standard may fall short in its capacity to uphold the competence of the system, potentially 

undermining the standardization of quality. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 5.1 (Legal entity): No explicit mention of how being a legal entity contributes 

to the competency of the lab’s operations (d). 

 Clause 5.2 (Laboratory director): Lacks detailed competency requirements for the 

laboratory director, potentially allowing individuals without proven expertise to assume 

this role (d). 

 Clause 5.3 (Laboratory activities): Insufficient clarity on how laboratories should 

adapt to continuously evolving examination needs (g). 

 Clause 5.4 (Structure and authority): The clause does not clearly define the 

authority's role in ensuring impartiality (b), nor does it outline the continuous 

monitoring of structure effectiveness (i). 

 Clause 5.5 (Objectives and policies): There's a lack of detailed directives for 

laboratories to set objectives that reflect higher and more stringent regulations (f). 

 Clause 5.6 (Risk management): Does not explicitly require laboratories to have 

processes for continuous improvement based on risk evaluation findings (k). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): Clauses do not provide clear, measurable outcomes or processes for 

ensuring competence is maintained, leading to potential ambiguity. 

 Impartiality (b): There is an absence of a clear mandate for the maintenance and 

evaluation of impartiality within the laboratory structure. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The clauses do not stipulate any safeguard against 

users compromising quality, which may occur when laboratories prioritize customer 

service over stringent quality practices. 

 Competent Resources (d): There's a lack of detail regarding the qualifications and 

continuous professional development of the laboratory director and staff. 

 Documentation and Records (e): While the requirement for documentation is 

mentioned, there is no emphasis on the quality or comprehensiveness of the records. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The standard does not adequately address how 

changes in regulations should influence laboratory practices. 

 Continuous Training (g): The standard does not explicitly require ongoing training to 

ensure personnel are up-to-date with current practices. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): There is no clear guidance on how to 

conduct continuous measurement and evaluation of the management system's 

effectiveness. 
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 Continuous Monitoring (i): No specifics are provided on how the laboratory should 

implement systematic monitoring of processes. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): The standard does not provide detailed 

methods for verifying and validating processes to ensure consistent quality. 

 Additional Considerations (k): There is an absence of stipulations for implementing 

new technologies or methodologies as part of continuous improvement. 

 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Refine Clause 5.1 to elucidate how legal status contributes to operational competence. 

 Enhance Clause 5.2 to include detailed requirements for the laboratory director's 

competence and the processes for their selection. 

 Amend Clause 5.3 to incorporate requirements for staying current with evolving 

medical knowledge and practices. 

 Revise Clause 5.4 to detail how structure and authority contribute to ongoing 

impartiality and competence. 

 Expand Clause 5.5 to explicitly reflect adherence to and surpassing of higher regulatory 

standards. 

 Augment Clause 5.6 to compel laboratories to operationalize continuous improvement 

actions based on risk management outcomes. 

 

Conclusion 
The current framework of ISO 15189:2022 in section 5 lacks explicit requirements in several 

critical areas that are essential for upholding the competence of a quality management system 

in medical laboratories. Addressing these gaps is crucial for ensuring that the standard 

effectively supports laboratories in maintaining a high standard of quality that is uniform and 

resistant to compromise. Implementing the suggested recommendations would significantly 

strengthen the standard's capacity to ensure competence throughout the laboratory's operations. 

 

Clause 6. (6.1 to 6.5) 
 

A rigorous examination of Clause 6.1 of ISO 15189:2022 and its sub-clauses reveals areas 

where the standards potentially fall short in bolstering the quality management system’s 

competence. This clause pertains to the general resource requirements for medical laboratories 

. 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.1 (General): There is a generalized expectation for the availability of 

resources but lacks specificity on how these resources contribute to competence (d) or 

detailed requirements for their standardized quality (k). 

 Clause 6.2 (Personnel): The clause fails to define the standards for evaluating the 

competence of personnel or establish a system for continuous competence assessment 

(g, h). 

 Clause 6.3 (Facilities and environmental conditions): While it emphasizes suitable 

conditions, it does not specify ongoing evaluation metrics for these conditions (h) or 

how they should be impartially managed (b). 

 Clause 6.4 (Equipment): There is no explicit mention of regular, impartial validation 

of equipment to prevent quality compromise (c, j). 

 Clause 6.5 (Calibration and Traceability): The standard omits a detailed process for 

ensuring the continuous monitoring of calibration and traceability (i). 
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Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): The requirements do not eliminate ambiguity regarding resource 

allocation and utilization to maintain competency. 

 Impartiality (b): The clauses lack provisions to ensure the impartial management of 

facilities and resources, which could otherwise introduce bias. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): There is an absence of controls to prevent users from 

influencing resource use that might compromise quality. 

 Competent Resources (d): No specific criteria or evaluation methods for personnel 

competency are detailed. 

 Documentation and Records (e): Insufficient guidelines are provided for maintaining 

comprehensive and systematic records of resource management. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The standard does not compel ongoing 

compliance with evolving, stringent regulations. 

 Continuous Training (g): There is a deficit in mandating continuous training and 

evaluation for staff to maintain competencies. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The standard does not specify evaluation 

metrics for continuous assessment of resources' effectiveness. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): Lacks explicit requirements for systematic, ongoing 

monitoring of resource efficacy and calibration. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Absent are the detailed processes for the 

regular verification and validation of resources to standardize quality. 

 Additional Considerations (k): The standard does not prompt laboratories to adopt 

best practices or innovative resources beyond the basic requirements. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Amend Clause 6.1 to include specific resource standards that directly correlate to 

competency. 

 Revise Clause 6.2 to introduce clear, measurable competency standards for personnel. 

 Refine Clause 6.3 to establish mandatory, impartial evaluation procedures for facilities. 

 Update Clause 6.4 to require regular, impartial equipment validation that does not allow 

user influence. 

 Expand Clause 6.5 to mandate a defined process for the continuous monitoring and re-

evaluation of calibration and traceability. 

 Overall, integrate a framework across all sub-clauses to ensure systematic 

documentation and record-keeping for all resources. 

 

Conclusion 
The analysis identifies significant deficiencies within Clause 6.1 of ISO 15189:2022 related to 

resource requirements. These deficiencies compromise the standard's capacity to enforce a 

consistently competent quality management system. The outlined recommendations would 

significantly strengthen the standard, ensuring that medical laboratories are equipped with 

resources that are not only sufficient in number but also in quality and management, fostering 

an environment where standardization and competency are synonymous. 

 

Clause: 6.2 
 

Clause 6.2 of ISO 15189:2022 outlines the requirements for personnel within medical 

laboratories. An in-depth evaluation of this clause and its sub-clauses indicates potential 

deficiencies that may compromise the competence and standardization of the quality 

management system within these facilities. 
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Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.2.1 (General): While this clause calls for competent personnel, it lacks 

specific methodologies to determine and uphold such competence, presenting an 

ambiguous standard (a). 

 Clause 6.2.2 (Competence Requirements): The clause does not detail impartial 

mechanisms for competence assessment (b), nor does it enforce safeguards against 

compromising quality due to user pressures (c). 

 Clause 6.2.3 (Authorization): Authorization processes are mentioned, but the clause 

fails to define the verification and validation of these authorizations (j). 

 Clause 6.2.4 (Continuing education and professional development): The need for 

ongoing training is acknowledged, yet no continuous measurement or evaluation of this 

training's effectiveness is mandated (g, h). 

 Clause 6.2.5 (Personnel records): Documentation is recognized; however, the record-

keeping lacks comprehensive details regarding the tracking of continuous professional 

development or the compliance with strict regulations (e, f). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): Absence of clear benchmarks for evaluating personnel competence 

leads to variability in interpreting what constitutes competency. 

 Impartiality (b): The standard does not address the impartial management and 

evaluation of personnel, potentially allowing for subjective judgments. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): Without explicit directives, there is a risk of 

subjective decisions overruling quality requirements in personnel management. 

 Competent Resources (d): The clause does not reflect an active, systematic approach 

to ensuring the resources—i.e., personnel—are continuously competent. 

 Documentation and Records (e): While documentation is mentioned, the scope and 

depth of required records are not defined to ensure transparency and traceability. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clause does not stipulate the adaptation 

of personnel competencies in response to evolving regulations. 

 Continuous Training (g): Lacks explicit requirements for ongoing professional 

development aligned with the latest industry standards. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The clause does not require a defined 

measurement process for evaluating the effectiveness of personnel competencies over 

time. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): The standard does not mandate the continuous monitoring 

of personnel competencies. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): There is no requirement for systematic 

verification and validation of personnel authorizations and competencies. 

 Additional Considerations (k): The standard could better emphasize innovation in 

personnel development and integration of new competencies reflecting technological 

advancements. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Introduce clearer competence benchmarks and evaluation methods within Clause 6.2.1 

to eliminate ambiguity (a). 

 Mandate impartial competence assessments and safeguards against quality 

compromises in Clause 6.2.2 (b, c). 
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 Define systematic verification and validation processes for personnel authorizations in 

Clause 6.2.3 (j). 

 Enforce ongoing measurement and evaluation of training effectiveness in Clause 6.2.4 

(g, h). 

 Expand the scope of required personnel records to ensure continuous professional 

development and regulatory compliance in Clause 6.2.5 (e, f). 

 

Conclusion 
Clause 6.2 of ISO 15189:2022 falls short in defining and enforcing the requirements necessary 

to ensure personnel competence in medical laboratories. The deficiencies identified could lead 

to a degradation in the uniformity and standardization of quality across the industry. By 

addressing these shortcomings, the clause can be strengthened to ensure that medical 

laboratories are staffed with consistently competent personnel, thereby supporting the 

overarching goal of quality management system competence. 

 

Clause: 6.3 

 

Clause 6.3 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses facilities and environmental conditions in medical 

laboratories, which are vital to ensure the reliability of laboratory results and the safety of both 

patients and staff. However, upon closer examination, this clause shows areas that might 

undermine the standardization of quality and the competence of the quality management 

system. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.3.1 (General): This clause lacks specific requirements for continuous 

monitoring and evaluation of facilities to ensure ongoing suitability (i, h). 

 Clause 6.3.2 (Facility Controls): It fails to specify how to maintain impartiality in 

managing facility controls (b). 

 Clause 6.3.3 (Storage Facilities): The clause does not detail the validation process for 

ensuring that storage facilities maintain the integrity of samples (j, k). 

 Clause 6.3.4 (Personnel Facilities): The clause does not discuss the training of 

personnel regarding the safe use of these facilities (g). 

 Clause 6.3.5 (Sample Collection Facilities): There is no mention of how these 

facilities should comply with higher and strict regulations or validated technical 

requirements (f, k). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): The clauses provide general statements but lack detailed guidance to 

prevent ambiguity in their application. 

 Impartiality (b): There is no clear guidance on safeguarding impartiality in facility 

management. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): There are no provisions preventing users from 

mismanaging the facilities, which could compromise quality. 

 Competent Resources (d): The role of competent manpower in managing facilities is 

not addressed. 

 Documentation and Records (e): It lacks a requirement for comprehensive 

documentation regarding facility management and monitoring. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clause does not explicitly address how 

facilities should meet evolving regulatory requirements. 
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 Continuous Training (g): There is no requirement for ongoing training related to 

facility management. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The standard does not establish a required 

process for measuring and evaluating facilities’ impact on laboratory activities. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): There is no explicit requirement for systematic, ongoing 

monitoring of facility conditions. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): The clause lacks a framework for regular 

verification and validation of facility conditions. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): The standard does not 

mandate that facilities meet specific, validated technical requirements. 

 Other Considerations (l): Additional guidelines for emergency preparedness planning 

and response in the context of facility management could be included. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Establish clear, detailed protocols for continuous monitoring and evaluation of facilities 

(i, h). 

 Include directives for maintaining impartiality in facility management (b). 

 Define a validation process for storage facilities to ensure sample integrity (j, k). 

 Mandate training related to the safe and competent use of facilities (g). 

 Provide comprehensive documentation requirements for facility management (e). 

 Ensure facilities comply with strict and evolving regulations (f). 

 Integrate guidelines for emergency preparedness related to facilities (l). 

 

Conclusion 
While Clause 6.3 of ISO 15189:2022 sets the foundation for facilities and environmental 

conditions in medical laboratories, it lacks specific requirements in crucial areas that assure 

continuous competence in the quality management system. Addressing the identified gaps 

would strengthen the standard, ensuring that laboratory facilities consistently support high-

quality testing and safety. 

 

Clause 6.4 
 

Clause 6.4 of ISO 15189:2022 pertains to the requirements for the equipment used in medical 

laboratories. A thorough analysis indicates potential weaknesses that may affect the 

competence of the quality management system and hinder the standardization of quality. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.4.1 (General): There is no specific directive for continuous monitoring (i) or 

a detailed process for the evaluation of equipment performance over time (h).  

 Clause 6.4.2 (Equipment Requirements): Lacks detail on ensuring impartiality in 

equipment selection and usage (b) and does not address the compliance of equipment 

with higher regulatory standards (f). 

 Clause 6.4.3 (Equipment Acceptance Procedure): There is ambiguity in the 

acceptance criteria (a) and insufficient guidelines on the verification and validation of 

equipment performance (j). 

 Clause 6.4.4 (Equipment Instructions for Use): It does not explicitly require training 

for personnel on the operation of new equipment (g). 

 Clause 6.4.5 (Equipment Maintenance and Repair): While maintenance is 

mentioned, the standard does not provide a framework for the regular assessment and 

documentation of maintenance activities (e, h). 
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 Clause 6.4.6 (Equipment Adverse Incident Reporting): This clause could be more 

robust in requiring documentation and analysis of incidents to prevent future 

occurrences (e). 

 Clause 6.4.7 (Equipment Records): There is no mention of ensuring records comply 

with validated technical requirements (k). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): The requirements for equipment acceptance, performance, and 

maintenance lack the precision necessary to avoid ambiguity in implementation. 

 Impartiality (b): There is no specific mention of measures to prevent conflicts of 

interest or bias in equipment management. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): User discretion in equipment operation may lead to 

deviations from standardized quality practices. 

 Competent Resources (d): The clause does not adequately emphasize the need for 

trained and competent personnel to manage and operate equipment. 

 Documentation and Records (e): There is an insufficient emphasis on comprehensive 

and systematic documentation of equipment management. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The standard does not directly address 

compliance with higher regulatory standards for equipment. 

 Continuous Training (g): The clause fails to mandate ongoing training specific to 

equipment operation and management. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The standard lacks explicit requirements 

for continuous measurement and evaluation of equipment performance. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): Systematic, ongoing monitoring of equipment conditions 

is not adequately addressed. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): There is no clear guidance on regular 

verification and validation processes for equipment. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): The clause does not ensure 

that equipment records and management processes meet validated technical 

requirements. 

 Other Considerations (l): The standard could incorporate additional guidelines on 

environmental sustainability in the selection and disposal of laboratory equipment. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Define clear procedures for continuous monitoring and evaluation of equipment (i, h). 

 Implement measures to ensure impartiality in equipment management (b). 

 Provide detailed guidance on equipment acceptance criteria and validation (a, j). 

 Mandate training for personnel on equipment operation (g). 

 Establish rigorous documentation standards for equipment maintenance and incident 

reporting (e). 

 Ensure equipment compliance with higher regulatory standards (f). 

 Introduce additional considerations, such as environmental sustainability in equipment 

management (l). 

 

Conclusion 
While Clause 6.4 provides a foundation for equipment management in medical laboratories, 

there are gaps that could undermine the competence of the quality management system. 

Strengthening the standard with detailed requirements for equipment management, 

performance evaluation, and documentation can enhance the overall quality and reliability of 
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laboratory services. Addressing these issues will contribute to the standardization and 

competence of quality management in medical laboratories. 

 

Clause: 6.5 
 

The requirements set forth in Clause 6.5 of ISO 15189:2022 relate to the calibration, 

metrological traceability, and equipment use in medical laboratories. This analysis aims to 

evaluate if these requirements fully support the competence of the quality management system 

and the standardization of quality within medical laboratories. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.5.1 (General): The clause does not detail a specific process for continuous 

monitoring of the calibration status and metrological traceability of equipment (i). 

 Clause 6.5.2 (Equipment Calibration): While it outlines the necessity of equipment 

calibration, it lacks explicit guidance for verification and validation of the calibration 

processes (j), and does not specify the need for documentation that complies with higher 

and strict regulations (f). 

 Clause 6.5.3 (Metrological Traceability): The requirement for traceability seems 

vague and could be interpreted variably, leading to ambiguity (a). It does not ensure 

that all personnel involved are competently trained in establishing traceability (d, g). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): Guidance on calibration and metrological traceability may be open to 

interpretation, thus creating ambiguity. 

 Impartiality (b): The standard does not directly address how impartiality is to be 

ensured within the equipment calibration and traceability processes. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): There is a lack of safeguard against the calibration 

process being manipulated by users, which could compromise quality. 

 Competent Resources (d): The role of qualified personnel in managing equipment 

calibration and traceability is not emphasized. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The clause lacks a directive for thorough 

documentation and record-keeping for calibration activities. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): It does not specify adherence to evolving 

regulatory requirements regarding equipment calibration. 

 Continuous Training (g): There is no mention of mandatory ongoing training for 

personnel on calibration and traceability procedures. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The standard does not prescribe a 

continuous measurement and evaluation process for maintaining calibration accuracy. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): Systematic monitoring of calibration and traceability is 

not detailed. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Verification and validation of calibration 

procedures are not sufficiently outlined. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): There is no clear 

requirement for calibration processes to comply with validated technical specifications. 

 Other Considerations (l): Could include the consideration of environmental 

conditions on calibration and traceability, as well as risk assessments related to 

equipment failure or calibration errors. 

 

 

 



174 
 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Implement a more explicit protocol for metrological traceability to eliminate ambiguity 

(a). 

 Detail procedures to maintain impartiality in calibration and traceability processes (b). 

 Strengthen the safeguards against user influence in the calibration process (c). 

 Require comprehensive documentation and adherence to strict regulations (e, f). 

 Mandate ongoing training for personnel regarding calibration and traceability (g). 

 Establish a system for continuous monitoring and regular process verification and 

validation (i, j). 

 Enforce calibration processes to comply with validated technical specifications (k). 

 Integrate additional considerations such as the impact of environmental conditions on 

calibration (l). 

 

Conclusion 
Clause 6.5 of ISO 15189:2022 presents a fundamental framework for the calibration and 

traceability of laboratory equipment. However, the clause could be strengthened by providing 

more detailed requirements for personnel competence, process integrity, documentation, and 

adherence to regulatory standards. Addressing these areas will better support the 

standardization of quality and enhance the overall competence of the quality management 

system in medical laboratories. 

 

 

Clause: 6.6 
 

Clause 6.6 of ISO 15189:2022 covers the requirements concerning reagents and consumables 

in medical laboratories. An in-depth evaluation of this clause suggests potential weaknesses 

that could compromise the quality management system's competence and undercut the 

standardization of quality. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.6.1 (General): While specifying processes for reagents and consumables, 

there is potential ambiguity in what constitutes adequate processes (a), and no clear 

requirements for continuous monitoring are outlined (i). 

 Clause 6.6.2 (Receipt and Storage): The clause might lack specifics on impartiality 

regarding the selection and use of suppliers (b) and documentation of storage conditions 

(e). 

 Clause 6.6.3 (Acceptance Testing): Acceptance testing for reagents and consumables 

is mentioned but without explicit criteria for verification and validation of these tests 

(j). 

 Clause 6.6.4 (Inventory Management): Inventory management lacks detailed 

requirements for regular evaluations and compliance with validated technical 

specifications (h, k). 

 Clause 6.6.5 (Instructions for Use): This section does not explicitly discuss the need 

for training regarding the use of reagents and consumables (g). 

 Clause 6.6.6 (Adverse Incident Reporting): There are no guidelines for ensuring the 

process of incident reporting contributes to the overall quality management competence 

(c, d). 

 Clause 6.6.7 (Records): Record-keeping requirements could be more rigorous to 

comply with higher standards and strict regulation (f). 
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Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): Vague instructions regarding the management of reagents could lead to 

varying practices that affect quality and consistency. 

 Impartiality (b): The standard doesn't specifically address impartiality in the selection 

and usage of reagents and consumables. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): There is a lack of stringent processes to prevent the 

use of reagents that may compromise the quality of test results. 

 Competent Resources (d): The standard does not emphasize the importance of 

competent personnel in managing reagents and consumables. 

 Documentation and Records (e): There could be more emphasis on the 

documentation, especially concerning the traceability of reagents and consumables. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): Guidelines for meeting and documenting 

compliance with strict regulations seem to be inadequate. 

 Continuous Training (g): There is no clear requirement for continuous training related 

to the handling and use of reagents and consumables. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The clauses do not specify ongoing 

evaluation processes for inventory management. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): There is a gap in the requirement for ongoing monitoring 

of the storage and use conditions of reagents and consumables. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): The standard does not detail the verification 

and validation process for the acceptance testing of reagents and consumables. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): The requirements for 

compliance with validated technical specifications for inventory management are not 

explicitly mentioned. 

 Other Considerations (l): The standard could incorporate considerations for the 

environmental impact of reagents and consumables and their disposal. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clarify processes for the management of reagents and consumables to remove 

ambiguity (a). 

 Incorporate specific measures to maintain impartiality in the selection and use of 

reagents and consumables (b). 

 Develop rigorous criteria for acceptance testing and adverse incident reporting (j, c). 

 Establish clear documentation and record-keeping requirements that reflect compliance 

with higher regulations (e, f). 

 Introduce mandatory continuous training for personnel on the handling and use of 

reagents and consumables (g). 

 Set guidelines for continuous monitoring and regular evaluation of inventory 

management (i, h). 

 Ensure that inventory management processes comply with validated technical 

specifications (k). 

 Add considerations for the environmental impact and disposal of reagents and 

consumables (l). 

 

 

 

Conclusion 
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The evaluation of Clause 6.6 of ISO 15189:2022 reveals certain areas that may weaken the 

standard's ability to ensure a competent quality management system regarding the use of 

reagents and consumables in medical laboratories. Addressing the outlined concerns with clear, 

detailed requirements will enhance the standard's robustness, leading to better standardization 

of quality and improved laboratory competence. 

 

Clause: 6.7 
 

Clause 6.7 of ISO 15189:2022 specifies the laboratory information management requirements. 

A thorough examination indicates potential shortcomings that could undermine the competence 

of the quality management system and affect the standardization of quality. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.7.1 (General): May lack clear directives for ongoing training and competency 

evaluation related to information management systems (g, h). 

 Clause 6.7.2 (Information System Requirements): Could be ambiguous in defining 

system requirements and may not emphasize impartiality in information system 

operations (a, b). 

 Clause 6.7.3 (Validation of Information Systems): There may be insufficient 

guidelines on the continuous validation process and the measurement of system 

performance (j, h). 

 Clause 6.7.4 (Protection of Information): While protection is mandated, the standard 

might not specify processes for continuous monitoring and evaluation of information 

security (i, h). 

 Clause 6.7.5 (Data Integrity): Could lack detailed requirements for ensuring data 

integrity, including compliance with higher regulations (f). 

 Clause 6.7.6 (System Backup): Might not specify validated technical requirements for 

backup procedures (k). 

 Clause 6.7.7 (Laboratory Information Management System Records): May not 

explicitly require detailed documentation and records for all system processes (e). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): The information management system requirements may not be precise 

enough, leading to different interpretations and applications. 

 Impartiality (b): There’s a potential lack of guidelines to ensure impartial operations 

of information systems, risking bias. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The clauses may not provide sufficient detail to 

prevent user actions that could compromise system integrity and quality. 

 Competent Resources (d): Insufficient emphasis on ensuring that personnel managing 

the information systems are adequately competent. 

 Documentation and Records (e): There may be gaps in the directive for 

comprehensive documentation, impacting traceability and accountability. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The standard may not sufficiently address the 

need for information systems to comply with evolving regulations. 

 Continuous Training (g): The lack of explicit continuous training requirements could 

impact the competence of personnel. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): There are potential omissions in the 

requirement for systematic evaluation and performance measurement of information 

systems. 
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 Continuous Monitoring (i): The clauses may not adequately cover continuous 

monitoring procedures for information system security. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): There might be a lack of clarity on the 

processes for ongoing system validation. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): There may be no clear 

mandates for system backup procedures to align with validated technical requirements. 

 Other Considerations (l): Could incorporate requirements for environmental 

sustainability in the operation and maintenance of information systems. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Define information system requirements clearly to eliminate ambiguity (a). 

 Include measures for ensuring and assessing impartiality in system operations (b). 

 Detail the process for ongoing system validation and performance measurement (j, h). 

 Specify protocols for continuous monitoring and protection of information (i).  

 Strengthen requirements for data integrity and compliance with higher regulations (f). 

 Clarify documentation and record-keeping requirements for all information 

management system processes (e). 

 Mandate validated technical specifications for backup procedures (k). 

 Add requirements for the environmental sustainability of information systems (l). 

 

Conclusion 
Clause 6.7 of ISO 15189:2022 sets the stage for laboratory information management systems 

but may require enhancements to fully support a competent quality management system. 

Addressing the identified deficiencies will contribute significantly to the uniformity and 

standardization of quality management practices, thus ensuring robust laboratory operations 

and reliable laboratory information management. 

 

 

Clause 6.8 
 

Clause 6.8 of ISO 15189:2022 is intended to address the requirements for external services and 

supplies. It is crucial to analyze whether this clause adequately supports a quality management 

system's competence and if it aligns with the overall objective of standardizing quality within 

medical laboratories. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 6.8.1 (General): This may lack specific details on the selection criteria and 

evaluation of external services and supplies, leading to ambiguity (a). 

 Clause 6.8.2 (Selection and Evaluation of Suppliers): It might not explicitly require 

impartiality in the selection process or outline how to mitigate undue influence from 

suppliers (b, c). 

 Clause 6.8.3 (Service and Supply Agreements): Agreements with suppliers could lack 

explicit stipulations for the continuous training of laboratory staff on new products or 

services (g). 

 Clause 6.8.4 (Monitoring Supplier Performance): There may be insufficient 

emphasis on the continuous monitoring and measurement of supplier performance (i, 

h). 

 Clause 6.8.5 (Non-conforming External Services and Supplies): Could be vague 

about the process for verification and validation of non-conforming services and 

supplies (j). 
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 Clause 6.8.6 (Records of External Services and Supplies): This section might not 

detail the required documentation and record-keeping processes (e). 

 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): There is potential for varying interpretations of the clause due to the 

lack of clear selection criteria and evaluation processes. 

 Impartiality (b): The clause does not provide clear safeguards to ensure impartial 

decision-making in selecting external services and supplies. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The lack of explicit requirements might allow for user 

decisions that compromise the integrity of external services and supplies. 

 Competent Resources (d): There is an absence of emphasis on the competence of 

personnel responsible for managing external services and supplies. 

 Documentation and Records (e): Detailed record-keeping and documentation 

procedures are not sufficiently outlined. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): It does not adequately require external 

services and supplies to comply with higher regulatory standards. 

 Continuous Training (g): There are no clear directives for ongoing training related to 

external services and supplies. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The clause does not establish robust 

measurement and evaluation processes for supplier performance. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): Systematic monitoring practices for the quality of external 

services and supplies are not well-defined. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): There is a lack of detail on the procedures for 

addressing non-conforming external services and supplies. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): The requirements may not 

ensure that external services and supplies are compliant with validated technical 

standards. 

 Other Considerations (l): Additional guidelines could be added to ensure 

environmental considerations are factored into the selection and use of external services 

and supplies. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clarify the selection and evaluation criteria for external services and supplies to 

eliminate ambiguity (a). 

 Implement measures to guarantee impartiality and prevent quality compromise in 

supplier selection (b, c). 

 Mandate detailed documentation and record-keeping for all external services and 

supplies (e). 

 Ensure compliance with strict and higher regulatory standards in service and supply 

agreements (f). 

 Introduce a continuous training program for staff regarding external services and 

supplies (g). 

 Establish processes for continuous monitoring and regular evaluation of supplier 

performance (i, h). 

 Detail the verification and validation processes for non-conforming services and 

supplies (j). 

 Ensure that all external services and supplies meet validated technical requirements (k). 

 Include environmental sustainability as part of the criteria for selecting external services 

and supplies (l). 
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Conclusion 
Clause 6.8 of ISO 15189:2022 presents general guidelines for managing external services and 

supplies but may benefit from further specificity to strengthen the competence of the quality 

management system. Addressing these gaps will contribute to the standardization of quality 

and ensure that medical laboratories can rely on external services and supplies that meet the 

highest standards of quality and compliance. 

 

 

Clause: 7.1 
 

Clause 7.1 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses the management of laboratory processes. This crucial 

component of the standard is instrumental in upholding the competence of the quality 

management system (QMS). However, an analysis reveals potential areas where the standard 

may not fully support the QMS, thereby undermining the standardization of quality.  

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 7.1 (Management of Laboratory Processes): Potential areas of concern may 

include a lack of detailed guidelines to avoid ambiguity in process management (a), 

insufficient emphasis on impartiality within the laboratory's operational processes (b), 

and a possible gap in the safeguards against users compromising the quality (c). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): Clear expectations and procedures are critical to preventing diverse 

interpretations and applications that could lead to inconsistencies in laboratory 

practices. 

 Impartiality (b): Ensuring that decisions regarding process management are made 

without bias is essential for maintaining the integrity of the QMS. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): Without strict controls, there's a risk that operational 

decisions might not always align with quality objectives, especially in situations where 

there might be pressure to expedite or modify processes. 

 Competent Resources (d): The involvement of skilled personnel in process 

management is assumed but not explicitly required, which could affect the overall 

system effectiveness. 

 Documentation and Records (e): Detailed record-keeping is fundamental to the QMS, 

ensuring traceability and accountability for all laboratory processes. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clause should mandate adherence to 

stringent regulations to ensure that processes remain robust under various operational 

scenarios. 

 Continuous Training (g): Ongoing professional development and training are key to 

maintaining competence, particularly as processes and technologies evolve. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): Systematic evaluation of processes 

ensures that they are effective and remain aligned with quality objectives. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): Regular oversight is necessary to promptly identify and 

correct deviations from established processes. 
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 Process Verification and Validation (j): Processes must be regularly checked and 

confirmed to be functioning as intended to ensure consistent quality. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): All laboratory processes 

should adhere to validated technical specifications to maintain a high standard of 

laboratory practice. 

 Other Considerations (l): It could be beneficial to address environmental impact 

within the scope of process management, promoting sustainability in laboratory 

operations. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Elaborate on the management of laboratory processes to reduce ambiguity (a). 

 Incorporate explicit requirements for impartial decision-making in process 

management (b). 

 Introduce more stringent controls to prevent user-driven compromises in quality (c). 

 Specify the need for competent manpower in managing all laboratory processes (d). 

 Detail the documentation and record-keeping expectations to align with high-quality 

standards (e). 

 Ensure that laboratory processes comply with current and strict regulations (f). 

 Implement a framework for continuous training and competency evaluations (g). 

 Establish clear procedures for the measurement and systematic evaluation of laboratory 

processes (h). 

 Introduce regular and continuous monitoring practices for process management (i). 

 Define verification and validation procedures for all laboratory processes (j). 

 Mandate that process management complies with validated technical specifications (k). 

 Consider adding guidelines for the environmental aspects of process management (l). 

 

Conclusion 
While Clause 7.1 of ISO 15189:2022 aims to establish a foundation for laboratory process 

management, this analysis highlights areas where its implementation could be strengthened to 

better support the competence and standardization of the QMS. By addressing these gaps with 

precise, actionable requirements, the standard can ensure a consistently high level of quality 

management across medical laboratories. 

 

 

Clause: 7.2 
 

Clause 7.2 of ISO 15189:2022, along with its sub-clauses, including 7.2.4.1 to 7.2.4.4, 7.2.5, 

7.2.6.1, 7.2.6.2, and 7.2.7, delineates the requirements for pre-examination processes. These 

processes are critical to the overall performance of medical laboratory services. A thorough 

analysis is needed to determine if these clauses adequately support the competence of the 

quality management system. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 7.2 (Pre-examination Processes): May lack clear guidance on how to handle 

samples to prevent ambiguity (a) and might not adequately stress the need for impartial 

handling of samples (b). 

 Clauses 7.2.4.1 - 7.2.4.4 (Sample Collection, Handling, Transport, and Storage): 
These could fall short in detailing the process verification and validation (j) and may 

not specify continuous training for personnel involved in these processes (g). 
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 Clause 7.2.5 (Instructions for Sample Collection): Might lack adequate 

documentation requirements for sample collection instructions (e). 

 Clause 7.2.6.1 and 7.2.6.2 (Identification and Preparation of the Patient, Collection 

of Samples): Potential gaps in ensuring compliance with higher regulatory standards 

(f) and may not clearly specify the measurement process and evaluation (h). 

 Clause 7.2.7 (Nonconforming Samples): Could be vague about actions for 

nonconforming samples and may not require continuous monitoring to reduce their 

occurrence (i). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): If not explicitly described, processes can be open to interpretation, 

risking inconsistent practices across laboratories. 

 Impartiality (b): Without emphasis on impartiality, sample handling processes could 

become biased, affecting the quality of patient results. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): Without strong safeguards, there's potential for user 

discretion to lead to quality compromises in pre-examination procedures. 

 Competent Resources (d): Clear delineation of the role of trained personnel in these 

processes is essential for maintaining high-quality standards. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The requirement for meticulous documentation and 

record-keeping must be emphasized to maintain traceability and accountability. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): All procedures should adhere to the latest and 

more stringent regulatory requirements to ensure patient safety and reliable results. 

 Continuous Training (g): Ongoing education is vital to keep staff updated on best 

practices and technological advancements. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): Robust evaluation processes are necessary 

to continually assess and improve pre-examination procedures. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): Systematic monitoring ensures that nonconformities are 

promptly identified and mitigated. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Verification and validation are critical to 

ensuring that pre-examination processes are performed correctly. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): Adherence to technical 

specifications is necessary to standardize quality across all laboratory operations. 

 Other Considerations (l): Additional considerations could include environmental 

factors affecting sample integrity and ethical considerations regarding patient consent 

and confidentiality. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Provide detailed procedures for all pre-examination processes to ensure clarity (a) and 

enforce impartiality (b). 

 Strengthen documentation and record-keeping practices to enhance traceability (e). 

 Mandate compliance with evolving regulatory standards in pre-examination processes 

(f). 

 Institute ongoing training programs for personnel involved in pre-examination 

processes (g). 

 Develop robust evaluation methods to continuously measure and improve pre-

examination procedures (h). 

 Implement systematic monitoring protocols for nonconforming samples (i). 

 Define clear verification and validation processes for pre-examination procedures (j). 

 Ensure that all processes comply with validated technical specifications (k). 
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 Consider the impact of environmental factors and ethical concerns in the handling of 

samples (l). 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 
The current articulation of Clause 7.2 and its associated sub-clauses within ISO 15189:2022 

suggests there are areas where the competence of the quality management system could be 

reinforced. Addressing the identified deficiencies through targeted improvements will enhance 

the uniformity and standardization of quality, ultimately elevating the standard's effectiveness 

in guiding medical laboratory operations. 

 

 

Clause : 7.3 
 

ISO 15189:2022 sets forth requirements for quality and competence in medical laboratories, 

integral for accurate patient care. The clauses in question guide laboratories in maintaining the 

quality and reliability of their examination processes.To address the concerns regarding the 

clauses of ISO 15189:2022 and how they might undermine the standardization of quality due 

to compromised competence criteria, we will proceed with a logical analysis of clauses 7.3 

and its sub-clauses. Here's how each clause potentially affects the competence of the system: 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: 

 7.3.1 General mandates the use of validated examination methods to assure clinical 

accuracy. However, there might be concerns regarding the adequacy of validation to 

cover all necessary aspects of clinical decision-making. 

 7.3.2 Verification of Examination Methods requires verification to assure the 

laboratory can perform the methods adequately, but could be seen as lacking in 

specifying how to measure or maintain ongoing method performance. 

 7.3.3 Validation of Examination Methods talks about validation of laboratory-

developed methods or those beyond their original scope. This might raise concerns if 

the extent of validation is insufficient to cover all necessary clinical decision-making 

scenarios. 

 7.3.4 Evaluation of Measurement Uncertainty (MU), although it addresses the 

evaluation and regular review of MU, it could be argued that it lacks explicit 

requirements for how MU influences clinical decisions. 

 7.3.5 Biological Reference Intervals and Clinical Decision Limits states these 

should be specified and communicated, yet it may not clearly define how to establish 

and periodically review these intervals and limits. 

 7.3.6 Documentation of Examination Procedures requires documentation for 

consistent application of activities, but there could be concerns about whether these 

procedures are updated in line with the latest clinical guidelines and technologies. 

 7.3.7 Ensuring the Validity of Examination Results focuses on procedures for 

monitoring the validity of results. However, it could be considered lacking in specifics 

regarding how to handle results when quality control fails 

Justification of the Argument against Clause 7.3 Analysis: 
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The detailed analysis of Clause 7.3 of ISO 15189:2022 and its sub-clauses raises concerns 

about the potential for compromised competence in medical laboratory practices: 

 

 7.3.1 General: The requirement for the use of validated examination methods is 

crucial, but the concern lies in the extent and depth of such validation. Clinical decision-

making is multifaceted, often requiring a comprehensive understanding that spans 

beyond what current validations may cover. The validation of an examination method 

must be thorough enough to anticipate a wide array of clinical scenarios, leaving no 

room for uncertainty in interpretation or application. 

 7.3.2 Verification of Examination Methods: Verification is intended to confirm that 

the laboratory can perform examinations as required. However, the clause may not go 

far enough in mandating the consistent performance of these methods over time, leaving 

a significant gap in ensuring ongoing competence. In practice, this could mean that a 

method deemed adequate at inception might deteriorate without a structured process 

for continual reassessment, potentially compromising patient care. 

 7.3.3 Validation of Examination Methods: Concerns regarding validation extend to 

methods developed or modified within the laboratory. There's a risk that these in-house 

methods may not be subjected to the same rigorous validation as established methods. 

This risk is heightened in complex diagnostic areas such as molecular genetics or when 

deploying new technologies, where insufficient validation may lead to incorrect clinical 

decisions. 

 7.3.4 Evaluation of Measurement Uncertainty (MU): While this sub-clause 

addresses the need to evaluate MU, it may lack explicit instructions on how MU impacts 

clinical decision-making. MU is a critical factor in the interpretation of test results, 

especially when results fall near clinical decision thresholds. Without clear guidelines 

on how to account for MU in these circumstances, patient management could be 

affected. 

 7.3.5 Biological Reference Intervals and Clinical Decision Limits: This sub-clause 

acknowledges the necessity for specific reference intervals and decision limits but 

might not provide a rigorous framework for their establishment and review. The 

dynamic nature of patient populations and disease presentations requires these intervals 

and limits to be regularly revisited, which the current clause may not sufficiently 

enforce. 

 7.3.6 Documentation of Examination Procedures: While there is a requirement for 

documentation, concerns remain about whether these documents are reflective of the 

latest clinical guidelines and technological advances. The pace of medical innovation 

is such that documentation can quickly become outdated, risking the application of 

superseded practices that could lead to errors in patient testing and care. 

 7.3.7 Ensuring the Validity of Examination Results: This sub-clause stresses the 

importance of procedures for monitoring the validity of results. However, it might not 

be prescriptive enough about actions to take when issues in quality control are 

identified. For instance, it may not detail the steps for when results fall outside expected 

parameters, which is a critical aspect of maintaining examination integrity. 

 

Each of these points of analysis underscores potential deficiencies in Clause 7.3 that could 

result in variability and inconsistency in laboratory performance, directly impacting the quality 

of patient care. The gaps identified call for more stringent and clearly defined processes to 

ensure that the competence and quality touted by the standard are not just theoretical but are 

consistently realized in practical laboratory operations. 



184 
 

 

Recommendations for improvement: 
 Define clear and measurable performance standards for each examination method. 

 Implement more rigorous validation protocols for laboratory-developed methods. 

 Establish explicit procedures for the regular assessment of measurement uncertainty's 

impact on clinical decision-making. 

 Review and update biological reference intervals and clinical decision limits to reflect 

the current patient population and clinical evidence. 

 Maintain up-to-date, comprehensive documentation that reflects the latest clinical 

guidelines and technologies. 

 Develop clear guidelines for action when examination results are invalid or when 

quality control measures fail. 

 

Conclusion: 
 Clause 7.3 and its sub-clauses in ISO 15189:2022 aim to ensure the quality and competence 

of medical laboratory examinations. However, the analysis suggests that there are areas where 

the standards could be enhanced to prevent any compromise in quality and to maintain the high 

level of competence necessary for accurate and reliable patient care. The recommended 

improvements could help to mitigate any potential weaknesses within the current framework. 
 

Sub-clause: 7.3.7 
 

Clause 7.3.7 of ISO 15189:2022 addresses the validity of examination results, a cornerstone 

for medical laboratories in providing reliable data for patient care. This clause and its sub-

clauses are intended to ensure that laboratories maintain high standards for the competence of 

their quality management systems. 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: 
 7.3.7.1 General: The clause requires laboratories to have a procedure for monitoring 

the validity of results, including statistical techniques. However, it may not provide 

detailed methods for this monitoring, potentially allowing for variability in 

implementation . 

 7.3.7.2 Internal Quality Control (IQC): This sub-clause specifies procedures for 

ongoing validity monitoring of examination results, but may lack explicit guidance on 

the frequency and robustness of the IQC process, possibly resulting in inconsistent 

practice . 

 7.3.7.3 External Quality Assessment (EQA): Although EQA participation is 

mandated, the clause may not fully specify how to integrate EQA outcomes into 

laboratory practice or how to take action when EQA criteria are not met . 

 7.3.7.4 Comparability of Examination Results: The requirement for comparability of 

results across different methods or sites is mentioned, but the clause might not delineate 

the process for addressing discrepancies, possibly compromising the standardization of 

results . 

 

 

Justification of the argument: 
 Ambiguity (a): Detailed statistical methods for monitoring validity are not prescribed, 

which could lead to varied interpretations and application of the standard. 
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 Impartiality (b): The clauses do not explicitly describe how impartiality in monitoring 

and assessment is achieved, which is critical for unbiased quality control. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): Without clear and stringent processes, the potential 

for user discretion to compromise quality is unaddressed. 

 Competent Resources (d): Explicit requirements for the qualifications and continuous 

assessment of personnel involved in validity monitoring are not outlined. 

 Documentation and Records (e): There is no detailed requirement on how trends and 

shifts should be documented, potentially affecting the traceability and review of quality 

control measures. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clauses do not provide guidance on 

compliance with evolving regulations and technological advances. 

 Continuous Training (g): The lack of specified continuous training for personnel 

regarding changes in quality control could affect the maintenance of competencies. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): While statistical techniques are 

mentioned, the lack of detailed methods could result in inconsistent application. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): The frequency and methodology for continuous 

monitoring are not fully detailed, which could lead to lapses in quality management. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): The processes for verification and validation 

are not described in detail, raising concerns about the standardization of these 

processes. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): There is no clear connection 

between technical requirements and the validation processes outlined in the clauses. 

 Other Considerations (l): Additional factors such as the environmental impact on 

sample validity and digital security in the monitoring processes are not considered. 

 

Recommendations for improvement: 
 Develop comprehensive methods for the statistical monitoring of result validity.  

 Include clear directives for maintaining impartiality in the evaluation and monitoring 

processes. 

 Establish stringent, unambiguous processes for internal and external quality control to 

prevent quality compromises. 

 Define specific criteria and detailed processes for the qualifications and ongoing 

evaluation of personnel competency. 

 Enhance the requirements for systematic documentation of quality control data. 

 Update the clauses to reflect adherence to current regulations and technological 

advancements. 

 Implement explicit, regular training programs for quality control and EQA 

participation. 

 Provide detailed procedures for continuous monitoring, verification, and validation. 

 Ensure that technical specifications are clearly linked to the validation and verification 

processes. 

 

 

Conclusion:  
Clause 7.3.7 of ISO 15189:2022 contains critical elements for maintaining examination result 

validity but may fall short in providing the necessary specificity and detail to prevent ambiguity 

and ensure consistent application across laboratories. Addressing these gaps is crucial to uphold 

and enhance the standardization of quality and competence in medical laboratories. 
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Clause 7.4 
 

ISO 15189:2022 focuses on quality and competence in medical laboratories, including post-

examination processes. There is concern that Clause 7.4 may not fully align with the 

competence criteria established from (a) to (l), which could undermine the standardization of 

quality. 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: 
Clause 7.4 addresses post-examination processes, including result reporting and handling of 

samples after examination. However, an aggressive analysis reveals gaps: 

 Ambiguity (a): Details on reporting results are provided, yet there is room for 

interpretative differences in reporting practices, which could introduce variability in 

understanding and applying results across different laboratories. 

 Impartiality (b): The standard mandates the accuracy and unambiguity of reports, but 

it may not explicitly safeguard against biased interpretations in result reporting and 

reviews, potentially affecting impartiality. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): While the requirements aim to secure the integrity of 

post-examination processes, they may lack rigidity, potentially allowing users to 

compromise quality inadvertently through subjective decision-making in result 

reporting and sample handling. 

 Competent Resources (d): There is an assumption of competence in handling and 

reporting, but explicit directions for ensuring manpower competence in post-

examination processes seem insufficient. 

 Documentation and Records (e): Documentation for amendments to reported results 

is addressed; however, the standard might benefit from more robust documentation 

protocols to ensure consistency across laboratories. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The standard mentions conformity with 

requirements but does not specify adherence to higher, stricter regulations that may be 

applicable to post-examination processes. 

 Continuous Training (g): The requirement for ongoing training specifically related to 

post-examination processes is not clearly outlined, which could lead to competency 

gaps as practices evolve. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The standard lacks explicit requirements 

for post-examination measurement and evaluation processes, possibly affecting the 

reliability of reporting and sample handling. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): There is no distinct requirement for continuous 

monitoring of the post-examination processes to ensure consistent quality over time. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Specific processes for the verification and 

validation of post-examination handling and reporting are not thoroughly described, 

which could affect the standardization and comparability of results. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): Although result reporting 

must be accurate and unambiguous, there is no clear linkage to validated technical 

specifications that would ensure uniformity across laboratories. 

 Other Considerations (l): Additional factors, such as environmental considerations in 

sample storage or digital security in information management, are not extensively 

covered within this clause. 

 

Justification of the Argument against Clause 7.4 Analysis: 
 Ambiguity (a): The standards provided in Clause 7.4 offer a basic framework for result 

reporting and sample handling post-examination. However, without stringent 



187 
 

specifications, there is considerable room for variation in interpretation. For instance, 

when reporting complex genetic test results, different laboratories might choose 

different reporting styles, which could lead to misinterpretation by clinicians unfamiliar 

with a particular format. This lack of uniformity not only undermines standardization 

but could also lead to clinical errors if critical information is overlooked or 

misunderstood. 

 Impartiality (b): The absence of explicit mechanisms to counteract bias in the result 

reporting and review process leaves a gap that could be exploited, intentionally or not, 

leading to partiality. For example, without a clear requirement to segregate the roles of 

testing and result interpretation, a laboratory technician might, even subconsciously, 

report results in a way that aligns with expected outcomes based on preliminary data, 

which could skew clinical decision-making. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The standard requires integrity in post-examination 

processes but doesn’t provide a robust methodology to prevent quality compromise 

through subjective decision-making. This omission could result in inconsistent sample 

handling protocols across laboratories, such as varying temperature storage conditions 

for sensitive specimens, which might degrade sample quality and, hence, the reliability 

of test results. 

 Competent Resources (d): The clause assumes that personnel handling post-

examination processes are competent without detailing what this entails. In the absence 

of clear competency requirements, laboratories may not consistently evaluate staff 

skills, particularly in emerging fields like molecular diagnostics, which can lead to 

inaccuracies in handling and reporting of highly technical results. 

 Documentation and Records (e): While the standard mentions documentation, it lacks 

detailed guidelines for maintaining comprehensive records, especially for amendments 

in reported results. Insufficient record-keeping protocols could lead to information silos 

where critical data about changes in results due to retesting or recalibration are not 

readily available for audit purposes. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): Clause 7.4 mentions conformity with general 

requirements but does not explicitly mandate compliance with strict regulations that 

govern post-examination processes, such as data protection laws when sharing patient 

results, which could lead to legal and ethical non-compliance issues. 

 Continuous Training (g): The need for continuous training is not clearly articulated, 

especially for rapidly evolving diagnostic tests. Without regular updates to staff 

training, there's a risk that laboratory personnel may not be adequately informed about 

new procedures or technologies, affecting the quality of test result interpretation and 

reporting. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): Without clearly defined requirements for 

post-examination measurement and evaluation, laboratories may not consistently apply 

rigorous standards for validating the accuracy and precision of their reporting 

processes, risking the propagation of errors into clinical practice. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): The lack of stipulated continuous monitoring procedures 

for post-examination processes could result in intermittent adherence to quality 

standards, leading to periods where errors go undetected and uncorrected. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): The absence of a detailed description for the 

verification and validation of post-examination handling and reporting leaves 

laboratories without a clear roadmap for ensuring the consistency of these processes, 

possibly resulting in inter-laboratory variability in result standardization. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): Although accuracy and 

clarity in result reporting are emphasized, the standard does not explicitly connect these 
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requirements to adherence to validated technical specifications, which are crucial for 

inter-laboratory comparability and the integrity of patient care. 

 Other Considerations (l): Clause 7.4 does not address modern considerations such as 

environmental and digital security measures in sample storage or information 

management. This oversight could lead to vulnerabilities in sample integrity and patient 

data protection. 

 

By not addressing these points, Clause 7.4 may inadvertently permit practices that do not align 

with the highest achievable standards of quality and competence in medical laboratories. 

 

Recommendations for improvement: 
 Eliminate ambiguity by establishing uniform reporting templates. 

 Incorporate explicit safeguards against bias in result interpretation. 

 Strengthen the rigidity of quality assurance in post-examination processes. 

 Define explicit competencies required for personnel involved in these processes. 

 Enhance documentation protocols to ensure consistency. 

 Align with higher regulatory requirements explicitly. 

 Mandate continuous training for personnel in post-examination procedures. 

 Provide explicit guidelines for measurement and evaluation in post-examination. 

 Introduce requirements for continuous monitoring of post-examination quality. 

 Link result reporting and sample handling explicitly to validated technical 

requirements. 

 Expand the scope to address additional considerations relevant to modern practices. 

 

Conclusion:  
Clause 7.4 of ISO 15189:2022 aims to ensure competent post-examination processes in 

medical laboratories. However, the analysis highlights several areas where the standard may 

not adequately meet competence criteria, which could undermine quality standardization. By 

addressing these gaps, the standard could better ensure that the high level of quality and 

competence required for medical laboratories is uniformly maintained. 

 

Clause: 7.5 
 

Clause 7.5 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard specifies requirements for managing 

nonconforming work within medical laboratories. Nonconforming work is a critical aspect, as 

it directly affects the quality and competence of medical laboratory services, potentially 

impacting patient care and safety. 

 

 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses:  
Clause 7.5 encompasses the laboratory's processes for identifying and managing work that does 

not conform to the laboratory’s established policies or procedures. It is imperative that this 

clause be scrutinized in the context of criteria (a to l) provided, to assess whether it effectively 

upholds the system's competence. 

 

Justification of the argument: Upon reviewing Clause 7.5 in light of the criteria: 

 Ambiguity (a): The clause may lack detailed procedural steps, creating potential 

ambiguity in implementation. 
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 Impartiality (b): It does not explicitly address the impartial handling of 

nonconforming work. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The clause does not stipulate explicit safeguards 

against compromising quality due to the handling of nonconformities. 

 Competent Resources (d): It assumes but does not explicitly mandate, the 

involvement of competent personnel in managing nonconforming work. 

 Documentation and Records (e): While it implies record-keeping, the scope and detail 

of the documentation are not specified. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): It does not directly link the management of 

nonconformities with regulatory compliance. 

 Continuous Training (g): There is no explicit requirement for ongoing training in 

managing nonconformities. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The clause lacks clear guidance on the 

measurement and evaluation of the management of nonconformities. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): The standard does not explicitly detail continuous 

monitoring practices for nonconforming work. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): The procedures for verifying and validating 

the handling of nonconformities are not thoroughly defined. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): The clause does not ensure 

that processes for managing nonconformities comply with validated technical 

specifications. 

 

Recommendation for improvement: To address these gaps, the following improvements 

are recommended: 

1. Introduce specific procedural details to eliminate ambiguity in managing 

nonconforming work. 

2. Mandate impartial assessment and handling of nonconformities. 

3. Implement explicit safeguards to maintain quality during the management of 

nonconformities. 

4. Define roles and ensure the involvement of competent personnel in procedures related 

to nonconforming work. 

5. Establish comprehensive documentation and record-keeping requirements for 

nonconformities. 

6. Ensure processes for handling nonconformities comply with the latest and strictest 

regulatory standards. 

7. Introduce continuous training programs regarding the management of nonconformities. 

8. Develop clear metrics for the evaluation of nonconformity management processes. 

9. Detail continuous monitoring procedures for the detection and handling of 

nonconforming work. 

10. Define verification and validation procedures for nonconformity management 

processes. 

11. Ensure the management of nonconformities aligns with validated technical 

specifications and requirements. 

 

Conclusion: 
 Clause 7.5 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard sets the framework for managing nonconforming 

work within medical laboratories but requires refinement to ensure that it comprehensively 

supports the competence and standardization of quality management systems. By 

implementing the above recommendations, the standard can bolster its effectiveness in 

maintaining the highest quality of medical laboratory practices . 
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Clause: 7.6 
 

Clause 7.6 of ISO 15189:2022 aims to address the competence of medical laboratories in 

managing information. This segment of the standard is pivotal as it encompasses the accuracy, 

reliability, and timeliness of the data management systems which are integral to the quality of 

laboratory services. 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: The sub-clauses under Clause 7.6 collectively aim to 

secure data integrity and effective information management. However, each may harbor 

specific gaps that could undermine the system's overall competence: 

 7.6.1, detailing general information management, might lack the precision needed for 

unequivocal interpretation and application. 

 7.6.2, focusing on laboratory information systems, could be seen as inadequate in 

ensuring continuous, error-free operation, and might not thoroughly address 

cybersecurity risks. 

 7.6.3, on the validation of information systems, may fail to prescribe continuous 

validation requirements, possibly leading to outdated systems being in use. 

 7.6.4, related to the protection of information, potentially lacks a robust framework for 

continuous monitoring and the safeguarding of data integrity. 

 

Justification of the argument: 
 Ambiguity (a): The standard may not spell out exact protocols for data entry, storage, 

retrieval, and deletion, which could result in inconsistent practices. 

 Impartiality (b): Without explicit measures to avoid conflicts of interest, impartiality 

in information management could be compromised. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The absence of stringent protocols for information 

handling may allow for lapses that can compromise data quality. 

 Competent Resources (d): Specific training requirements for staff in managing 

information systems are not clearly defined. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The sub-clauses may lack comprehensive 

documentation strategies to cover all facets of information management. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clauses do not seem to address the 

compliance of information systems with evolving regulatory and accreditation 

requirements. 

 Continuous Training (g): There is no mandate for ongoing training to keep pace with 

advancements in information technology. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The clauses lack clearly defined metrics 

and procedures for the regular assessment of information management processes. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): There is no explicit requirement for the continuous 

monitoring of information systems to ensure their reliability and security. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Verification and validation processes for 

information management systems are not described in detail, which is crucial for 

ensuring accuracy and integrity. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): The clauses may not ensure 

that the laboratory’s information management complies with all validated technical 

requirements and specifications. 

 Other Considerations (l): The clauses could be expanded to address emerging issues 

such as data analytics and the use of artificial intelligence in information management 

systems. 
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Recommendation for improvement: 
 Clearly define all information management processes to eliminate ambiguity. 

 Introduce measures to maintain and verify impartiality in information handling. 

 Establish stringent protocols and checkpoints to prevent quality compromise. 

 Specify ongoing competence assessment for staff involved in information management. 

 Develop comprehensive documentation guidelines that reflect all aspects of 

information handling. 

 Ensure that information management systems comply with the latest regulatory 

standards. 

 Mandate continuous training in data management systems, including updates on 

cybersecurity. 

 Define regular assessment metrics for the evaluation of information management 

processes. 

 Introduce mandatory procedures for the continuous monitoring of information systems. 

 Detail the processes for the regular verification and validation of information 

management systems. 

 Ensure all information management activities are in line with validated technical 

specifications. 

 Expand clauses to include considerations for the integration of advanced data 

management technologies. 

 

Conclusion: Clause 7.6 in its current form establishes a foundation for information 

management in medical laboratories but may fall short in detailing and mandating the processes 

needed to uphold the competence of the system. Strengthening this clause with precise, 

actionable requirements would not only bridge the existing gaps but also fortify the standard's 

role in ensuring reliable, high-quality laboratory data management. 

 

Clause:  7.7 
 

ISO 15189:2022 is a critical standard for medical laboratories, detailing requirements for 

quality and competence in laboratory processes. Clause 7.7 deals with the handling of 

complaints, which is fundamental to maintaining service quality and user confidence. However, 

concerns arise that this clause may not sufficiently contribute to the standard's goal of 

unambiguous and uniform quality due to perceived compromises in the specified criteria of 

competence. 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: 
 7.7.1 outlines a process for addressing complaints, which may lack comprehensive 

instructions for every potential type of complaint, leaving room for interpretative 

variability. 

 7.7.2 covers the receipt of complaints, possibly without specifying standards for 

logging and tracking such complaints, which is vital for transparency and 

accountability. 

 7.7.3 involves the resolution of complaints but may not provide a structured approach 

to ensure satisfactory and systematic resolution, or detail the process for escalating 

unresolved complaints. 

 

Justification of the argument: 
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 Ambiguity (a): The guidelines provided might not explicitly detail the end-to-end 

process for handling every type of complaint, potentially leading to variations in the 

treatment and perception of resolved issues. 

 Impartiality (b): Without clear-cut procedures to guarantee unbiased complaint 

handling, this clause might not adequately protect against partiality, which is crucial for 

maintaining user trust. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The standard may not present rigorous protocols to 

guide users, which could lead to subjective decision-making, potentially affecting 

service quality. 

 Competent Resources (d): It may presume the availability of competent personnel for 

complaint resolution without clearly defining ongoing training and competence 

assessment. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The requirements for documenting complaints 

might be insufficiently detailed, risking inconsistencies in record-keeping. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clause might not clearly align with 

stricter, possibly legally mandated protocols for managing complaints, which could be 

vital for accreditation. 

 Continuous Training (g): Absent explicit instructions for continuous training on 

complaint handling, laboratory personnel might not be adequately prepared for 

emerging issues. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): Without metrics to assess complaint 

resolution processes, the laboratory may miss opportunities for improvement. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): There could be a lack of requirements for the ongoing 

monitoring of the complaints process, which is essential for continual service 

improvement. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): The clause may not stipulate the need for 

routine verification and validation of the complaint management process. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): It might not tie complaint 

resolutions to validated technical specifications, potentially affecting the uniformity of 

resolutions across different cases. 

 Other Considerations (l): The clause could extend to address the management of 

digital feedback and online complaints, which are increasingly relevant. 

 

Recommendation for improvement: 
 Detail the entire complaint management process to eliminate ambiguity. 

 Define explicit steps to ensure impartiality in handling complaints. 

 Establish stringent and clear quality control measures for the complaint process. 

 Clearly delineate the competence requirements for personnel involved in managing 

complaints. 

 Enhance documentation protocols for a traceable complaint history. 

 Explicitly align with higher regulatory requirements for complaint management. 

 Incorporate mandatory, ongoing training for personnel on evolving complaint handling 

procedures. 

 Define and implement measurement and evaluation metrics for the complaint resolution 

process. 

 Set up continuous monitoring of the effectiveness of the complaint handling process. 

 Establish regular verification and validation processes for complaint management. 

 Align complaint resolutions with validated technical requirements. 

 Expand the scope to include modern digital complaint management strategies. 
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Conclusion:  
Clause 7.7 is instrumental in fostering confidence in medical laboratory services by ensuring 

effective complaint handling. However, the current form of this clause may not be 

comprehensive enough to uphold the high standard of competence and quality expected by ISO 

15189:2022. The proposed improvements are crucial for achieving a robust, transparent, and 

accountable complaint management system within medical laboratories, contributing to 

continuous quality enhancement and stakeholder satisfaction. 

 

 

 

Clause: 7.8 

 

The competence of medical laboratories is a cornerstone of patient care, and ISO 15189:2022 

is designed to ensure such competence through standardization. Clause 7.8, focusing on 

continuity and emergency preparedness, is essential for laboratory resilience. Yet, a detailed 

analysis is required to assess whether this clause effectively maintains the stringent quality 

standards requisite for medical laboratory accreditation. 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: 

 7.8 outlines the laboratory's approach to continuity and emergency preparedness. 

 It mandates the establishment of plans to address how a laboratory will continue or 

resume operations during and following disruptions or emergencies. 

 The clause calls for periodic testing of such plans. 

 

Justification of the Argument: 
 Ambiguity (a): The clause could be seen as general, possibly not accounting for all the 

varied emergencies a laboratory might face, thus leading to ambiguity in preparedness 

plans. 

 Impartiality (b): There's no clear guidance on ensuring that continuity plans are 

impartially designed and do not favor certain operations over others, which could affect 

service impartiality during a crisis. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): While the clause demands continuity plans, it may 

not enforce the stringent quality controls needed during emergencies, potentially 

compromising the quality. 

 Competent Resources (d): The need for competently managed continuity plans is 

implied, but specific training and skills acquisition for such management are not 

detailed. 

 Documentation and Record (e): It calls for documentation but does not specify the 

depth and breadth of records required, particularly for unexpected emergency scenarios. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clause may not align directly with stricter 

regulatory requirements that govern laboratory operations during emergencies.  

 Continuous Training (g): There is no explicit requirement for ongoing training in 

emergency preparedness and response. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The effectiveness of the continuity plans 

is to be tested, but the clause may lack explicit criteria for measuring success or 

identifying areas for improvement. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): The standard could be more prescriptive about continuous 

monitoring mechanisms for emergency readiness. 
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 Process Verification and Validation (j): It does not detail the verification and 

validation process for emergency and continuity plans, which is critical for ensuring 

they are effective and practical. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): There may be no explicit 

link to ensuring that continuity plans comply with validated technical requirements 

necessary for maintaining laboratory services. 

 Other Considerations (l): The clause could incorporate more on technology's role in 

ensuring continuity, such as data backup and digital communication channels during 

emergencies. 

 

Recommendation for Improvement: 
 Enhance the clarity of emergency scenarios and required responses to reduce ambiguity. 

 Detail the impartial development of continuity plans to ensure equal service during 

disruptions. 

 Strengthen quality assurance measures specific to emergency operations. 

 Define the competence requirements and provide for the training of personnel 

responsible for implementing continuity plans. 

 Expand documentation requirements to include comprehensive records of emergency 

responses and their effectiveness. 

 Align the emergency preparedness clause with higher regulatory standards for 

healthcare emergencies. 

 Implement mandatory, ongoing training programs in emergency preparedness and 

response. 

 Establish clear metrics for evaluating the effectiveness of continuity plans. 

 Mandate continuous monitoring systems for evaluating emergency readiness. 

 Outline specific processes for the regular verification and validation of emergency and 

continuity plans. 

 Ensure that emergency and continuity plans comply with all validated technical 

requirements and standards. 

 Include considerations for leveraging technology in maintaining continuity, such as 

electronic data interchange and cloud storage. 

 

Conclusion: 

 Clause 7.8 of ISO 15189:2022 sets a framework for emergency preparedness and 

continuity in medical laboratories. However, to uphold the high competence levels required, 

the clause requires enhancements to ensure that medical laboratories are not only prepared for 

routine emergencies but are also resilient in the face of unanticipated crises. This resilience is 

critical for the sustained delivery of high-quality laboratory services that patient care 

necessitates. 

 

Clause: 8.1 
 

Clause 8.1 of ISO 15189:2022 details the overarching principles that medical laboratories 

should adhere to ensure quality and competence. However, concerns have been raised 

regarding the effectiveness of these requirements in unequivocally maintaining the intended 

high standards. This analysis will focus on identifying the criteria within the A-L spectrum that 

are not adequately addressed by Clause 8.1 and its sub-clauses. 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: Clause 8.1 aims to ensure laboratories adhere to 

recognized management systems and that personnel are cognizant of their roles in achieving 
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the objectives of these systems. Nevertheless, it appears that several specific criteria under the 

A-L spectrum are either not mentioned or not emphasized enough to ensure compliance, 

potentially leading to a compromise in the standard's integrity. 

 

 

Detailed Analysis: 
 Clause 8.1.1 - General: This clause would generally set the framework for the 

management system, emphasizing its importance in supporting quality and 

competence. A detailed analysis may reveal if it effectively communicates its purpose 

to the laboratory personnel and whether it provides a clear definition of the management 

system's scope. 

 Clause 8.1.2 - Fulfilment of Management System Requirements: This clause is 

expected to delineate the requirements for activities to be carried out within the 

management system. An in-depth analysis would scrutinize if it identifies all necessary 

activities, specifies how these should align with the management system, and whether 

it establishes a clear linkage to the overall objectives of quality and competence. 

 Clause 8.1.3 - Management System Awareness: Here, the focus is likely on ensuring 

that personnel are aware of their role within the management system. A detailed analysis 

would assess if the clause effectively mandates measures to guarantee this awareness 

and if it provides guidelines on how to measure and sustain it. 

 

Justification of the argument: Several criteria from A-L are either insufficiently addressed 

or missing entirely: 

 Ambiguity (a): The requirements may not sufficiently eliminate the potential for 

interpretative differences among laboratory personnel. 

 Impartiality (b): There is no clear guidance on measures to guarantee impartiality 

throughout all management system processes. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The clause does not seem to enforce stringent quality 

controls effectively. 

 Competent Resources (d): There is an absence of explicit directions for ensuring 

ongoing personnel competence. 

 Documentation and Records (e): Documentation processes are not robustly outlined 

to cover the full extent of management system activities. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clause may not fully align with higher 

regulatory requirements that could impact management systems. 

 Continuous Training (g): Continuous training relevant to the management system is 

not adequately mandated. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): Metrics for the regular evaluation of the 

management system's effectiveness are not explicitly defined. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): There is a lack of prescribed continuous monitoring 

mechanisms for management system effectiveness. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Verification and validation processes for 

management system activities are not described in detail. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): The requirements do not 

explicitly ensure alignment with validated technical specifications for operations. 

 Other Considerations (l): The clause does not cover additional relevant considerations 

such as the incorporation of technological advancements or environmental 

sustainability. 

 

Recommendation for improvement: 
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 Clarify and specify the management system requirements to remove ambiguity. 

 Develop mechanisms to ensure impartiality within all system processes. 

 Introduce stringent quality control measures that are inflexible in maintaining 

standards. 

 Define clear competence requirements and establish a system for ongoing competence 

verification. 

 Detail the documentation process to include all facets of management system activities. 

 Explicitly align with higher regulatory requirements, including those beyond the 

standard itself. 

 Mandate continuous, up-to-date training regarding the management system. 

 Establish explicit metrics and regular evaluations to assess the effectiveness of the 

management system. 

 Prescribe ongoing monitoring procedures to verify the continuous effectiveness of the 

system. 

 Outline detailed verification and validation processes for all management system 

activities. 

 Ensure all activities comply with validated technical requirements and specifications. 

 Extend the scope of Clause 8.1 to include provisions for technological advancements 

and environmental considerations. 

 

Conclusion: 
 While Clause 8.1 of ISO 15189:2022 lays the foundation for the quality and competence of 

medical laboratory operations, there are significant areas identified from criteria A-L that 

require enhancement. Addressing these areas will ensure the Clause can robustly fulfill its 

purpose without leaving room for compromise in the management system's integrity  . 

 

 

Clause 8.2 
 

The clause 8.2 of ISO 15189:2022 sets out the requirements for the documentation of the 

management system within medical laboratories. It establishes the expectations for a 

documented system that is critical to ensuring quality and competence. However, there are 

concerns that certain aspects, as prescribed by the criteria (a to l), may not be sufficiently 

addressed, potentially weakening the overall competence of the quality management system. 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: 
 

 8.2.1 General Documentation Requirements:it isis noted in the aspect of ambiguity 

(a). The general guidelines provided in the document may not specify the 

documentation extent, leading to inconsistencies in its implementation. 

 8.2.2 Documentation of Competence and Quality: Criteria such as impartiality (b), 

documentation and records (e), and compliance with higher regulations (f) are not 

explicitly addressed, potentially allowing for subjective interpretations of what 

constitutes competence. 

 8.2.3 Evidence of Commitment: While this clause intends to document the 

laboratory's commitment to a quality management system, it may not sufficiently guard 

against the use of practices that compromise quality (c) or ensure that the 

documentation reflects continuous training or skill improvement (g). 

 8.2.4 Documentation Principles: This clause lacks explicit mandates for process 

verification and validation (j) within the documentation principles. Moreover, there is 
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no clear linkage to validated technical requirements (k), which can lead to variability 

in standard adherence. 

 8.2.5 Personnel Access to Documentation: There is a gap in ensuring continuous 

monitoring (i) of personnel access to sensitive documentation, and other considerations 

such as digital security or change management are not extensively covered (l). 

 

Justification of the Argument: Upon an aggressive analysis, certain gaps become 

evident: 
 Ambiguity (a): The clause may not clearly delineate the exact nature and extent of 

documentation required, potentially leading to inconsistent practices. 

 Impartiality (b): There is no explicit mandate within this clause to ensure 

documentation practices contribute to the impartiality of the system. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): The clause does not explicitly prohibit documentation 

practices that could lead to a compromise in quality. 

 Competent Manpower (d): It is not specified how the documentation should reflect 

the competence of personnel or their ability to follow the system. 

 Documentation and Record (e): While the clause addresses the need for 

documentation, it may not specify standards for the creation, maintenance, and control 

of records. 

 Compliance with Higher Regulation (f): The clause does not explicitly require that 

documentation practices align with more stringent regulations where applicable. 

 Continuous Training (g): No requirements are set for the documentation of training 

activities, which is essential for demonstrating competence. 

 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): Documentation that captures the 

effectiveness of measurement processes is not clearly demanded. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): There may be a lack of documentation requirements for 

the continuous monitoring of processes. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Specific documentation related to the 

verification and validation of processes could be underemphasized. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirement (k): The clause does not make 

clear how documentation supports compliance with technical specifications. 

 Other Considerations (l): Other documentation considerations such as change 

management, technological advancements, or environmental impact might not be 

included. 

 

Recommendation for Improvement: 
 Develop clear guidelines that eliminate any ambiguity in documentation requirements. 

 Integrate specific directives that align documentation practices with ensuring 

impartiality. 

 Establish firm rules that prevent documentation from enabling quality compromises. 

 Define documentation standards that reflect the competence of personnel clearly. 

 Set stringent protocols for record creation, maintenance, and control. 

 Explicitly align documentation practices with higher and more stringent regulations. 

 Require comprehensive documentation of training activities to reflect continuous 

learning. 

 Mandate detailed documentation for the measurement processes and their evaluation. 

 Introduce standards for ongoing process monitoring within the management system 

documentation. 

 Outline clear requirements for documentation related to process verification and 

validation. 
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 Ensure that documentation practices uphold compliance with all validated technical 

requirements. 

 Expand documentation requirements to include additional considerations for modern 

practices. 

 

 

 

Conclusion:  
Clause 8.2 is designed to ensure that medical laboratories have a robust management system 

documented effectively to maintain high-quality and competence standards. However, the 

current stipulations may fall short of fully addressing the outlined A-L criteria. Enhancing 

documentation requirements could strengthen the system's integrity and effectiveness, thereby 

ensuring that the high standards expected in medical laboratory settings are uncompromised 

and consistently upheld. 

 

 

 

Clause: 8.3 
 

Clause 8.3 in ISO 15189:2022 outlines the control of management system documents. Effective 

document control is a key aspect of a quality management system, ensuring that all procedures 

and changes are traceable and verifiable. 

 

Analysis of clause and sub-clauses: 
 8.3.1 General: This sub-clause should define the requirements for document approval, 

review, and updating. It should establish a framework for document control to prevent 

the use of outdated documents and ensure the use of valid versions at the point of use. 

 8.3.2 Control of documents: This sub-clause should provide specifics on how 

documents are to be controlled, including changes and current revision status. 

 

 

Deficiencies in the context of criteria (a to l): 
 Ambiguity (a): The general statements might not explicitly define the process for 

document revision and control, leading to ambiguity in execution. 

 Impartiality (b): There is a possible lack of detailed procedure on how document 

control practices ensure impartiality within the laboratory's activities. 

 Quality Compromise (c): The sub-clause may not specifically prohibit practices in 

document control that could lead to quality compromise. 

 Competent Manpower (d): The requirements may lack detailed provisions ensuring 

that personnel responsible for document control are competent and understand their 

impact on quality. 

 Documentation and Record (e): Detailed guidance on the types of documents to be 

controlled and the records to be maintained may not be explicitly provided. 

 Higher Regulation Compliance (f): Connections between document control 

procedures and compliance with higher regulatory requirements may not be explicitly 

made. 

 Continuous Training (g): The sub-clause might miss out on specifics regarding the 

documentation of training and its importance in maintaining competence. 
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 Measurement Process and Evaluation (h): The clause might not sufficiently detail 

how changes in documents are evaluated for their impact on measurement processes. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): Provisions for documenting and monitoring the 

effectiveness of document control processes could be lacking. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Requirements for documenting verification 

and validation of document control processes might not be adequately described. 

 Technical Requirements Compliance (k): The sub-clause might not clearly describe 

how document control ensures compliance with validated technical requirements. 

 Other Considerations (l): Additional considerations, such as the environmental impact 

of document handling or digital security, might not be included in the document control 

procedures. 

 

Justification of the Argument: The absence of specific details in the sub-clauses under 

Clause 8.3 can be seen as a deficiency that may undermine the standard's intention to ensure 

the competence of the quality management system. The general nature of the requirements 

could result in varied interpretations and implementations that might not align with the criteria 

for competence. 

 

Recommendation for Improvement: 
 Provide detailed and unambiguous procedures for the control of documents, including 

their approval, revision, and distribution. 

 Outline clear protocols ensuring impartiality is not compromised through document 

control processes. 

 Explicitly state the prohibition of any document control practices that could potentially 

compromise quality. 

 Define the competencies required for personnel involved in document control. 

 Expand guidance on the types of documents to be controlled and the records to be 

maintained. 

 Ensure document control procedures explicitly support compliance with all applicable 

higher regulatory requirements. 

 Mandate documentation of continuous training related to document control. 

 Specify procedures for evaluating changes in documents and their impact on 

measurement processes and quality. 

 Introduce specific requirements for monitoring the effectiveness of document control 

processes. 

 Detail the documentation for the verification and validation of document control 

processes. 

 Clarify how document control is linked to compliance with validated technical 

specifications. 

 Add considerations for environmental impact and digital security in document control 

practices. 

Conclusion: 
 While Clause 8.3 of ISO 15189:2022 establishes the need for control of management system 

documents, a more detailed approach addressing the criteria a) to l) could strengthen the 

requirements. Enhancements that eliminate ambiguity and ensure comprehensive, detailed 

processes will improve the overall competence and reliability of the quality management 

system, thereby maintaining the standard's commitment to quality and competence in medical 

laboratories. 

 



200 
 

Clause: 8.4 
 

Clause 8.4 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard is designed to ensure the quality and integrity of 

records within medical laboratories. Proper record control is pivotal to the functioning of any 

quality management system, impacting the system's overall competence. This analysis 

evaluates the adequacy of this clause in supporting the system's competence. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 8.4.1 (Creation of records): There is a lack of detail on the nature and extent 

of records to be created, possibly leading to gaps in documentation and accountability 

(e). 

 Clause 8.4.2 (Amendment of records): The sub-clause does not sufficiently mitigate 

the risk of unauthorized record alteration, potentially compromising the integrity of the 

system (c). 

 Clause 8.4.3 (Retention of records): It fails to stipulate conditions for the retention 

environment, which could affect record preservation and legibility over time, 

potentially impacting compliance with regulatory requirements (f). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): There is insufficient guidance on creating comprehensive and 

unambiguous records, which could lead to interpretive variations. 

 Non-compromising Quality (c): Without stringent controls on the amendment of 

records, there is a possibility for unauthorized changes, potentially leading to 

compromised quality. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The general language concerning record creation 

may not ensure the collection of comprehensive data necessary for maintaining quality 

and competence. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The lack of specified environmental 

conditions for record retention may result in non-compliance with stringent regulatory 

requirements over time. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clause 8.4.1: Introduce specifications for the type and format of records, ensuring all 

necessary data is accurately captured. 

 Clause 8.4.2: Implement a robust version control system to track amendments and 

protect against unauthorized changes. 

 Clause 8.4.3: Define environmental standards for record retention, including 

temperature, humidity, and security measures, to ensure compliance and long-term 

legibility. 

 

Conclusion Clause 8.4 is critical in defining how records are managed within a medical 

laboratory’s quality management system. The current structure, while providing a framework, 

lacks the specificity required to ensure robust documentation, preserve the integrity of records, 

and maintain strict compliance with regulations. Addressing the identified gaps would enhance 

the competence and reliability of the management system and the standardization of quality in 

medical laboratories. 

 

Clause: 8.5 
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Clause 8.5 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard pertains to actions to address risks and opportunities 

for improvement within medical laboratories. It prescribes systematic identification and action 

on risks and opportunities, aiming to enhance patient care. This analysis assesses the clause's 

sufficiency in contributing to the competence of the quality management system. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 8.5.1 (Identification of risks and opportunities for improvement): While 

this clause mandates the identification of risks and opportunities, it lacks clear, 

actionable steps on impartiality (b), giving room for subjective interpretations that 

could lead to compromised quality (c). 

 Clause 8.5.2 (Acting on risks and opportunities for improvement): The actions to 

mitigate risks and seize opportunities aren’t specified in detail, which could lead to 

inconsistencies in execution (e) and may not guarantee compliance with more stringent 

regulations (f). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): There is ambiguity in how to quantify and prioritize identified risks, 

potentially leading to varying quality standards. 

 Impartiality (b): Without explicit guidelines, the impartiality in addressing risks could 

be influenced by internal politics or external pressures. 

 Competent Resources (d): No stipulation ensures the application of competent 

resources to act on the identified risks and opportunities. 

 Documentation and Records (e): There's a lack of explicit direction on documenting 

actions taken, which may lead to poor traceability and accountability. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): The clause doesn't ensure that actions will 

meet higher regulatory requirements, which could result in non-compliance. 

 Continuous Training (g): It lacks a direct requirement for continuous training to 

handle identified risks and opportunities. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clause 8.5.1: Should include a requirement for a standardized risk assessment tool to 

ensure uniformity in identifying risks. 

 Clause 8.5.2: Requires detailed procedures and criteria for taking action on identified 

risks and opportunities, ensuring they align with stringent regulations. 

 

Conclusion: 
 Clause 8.5 crucially focuses on risk management and improvement opportunities but falls 

short in prescribing specific, measurable actions to maintain and improve the competence of 

the quality management system. It necessitates revisions to remove ambiguity and provide clear 

guidelines to ensure consistency and adherence to high-quality standards. This can be 

instrumental in reinforcing the robustness and reliability of medical laboratory practices.  
 

Clause: 8.6 
 

Clause 8.6 of ISO 15189:2022 is dedicated to the improvement of the laboratory's quality 

management system, which is fundamental to maintaining the high standard of medical 

laboratory operations. This analysis critically examines the clause for its capacity to reinforce 

the competencies necessary for a robust quality management system, addressing risks, and 

optimizing opportunities for continual enhancement. 
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Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 8.6.1 (Continual improvement): The clause presumes an inherent 

understanding of improvement methodologies without stipulating explicit instructions, 

which could lead to inconsistent application (a) and may not compel laboratories to 

engage in ongoing training or updating of skills (g). 

 Clause 8.6.2 (Laboratory patients, user, and personnel feedback): This sub-clause 

recognizes the importance of feedback but does not enforce a structured mechanism for 

its collection, analysis, or integration into quality improvement initiatives, potentially 

impacting the laboratory's ability to respond to system deficiencies (e) and risking non-

compliance with stringent regulations due to unaddressed feedback (f). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): The general call for continual improvement does not provide a clear, 

actionable framework, which could result in varied quality standards across 

laboratories. 

 Impartiality (b) and Non-compromising Quality (c): While not explicitly addressed, 

the clause's vagueness may inadvertently permit biases to influence improvement 

processes and allow quality compromises without structured feedback analysis. 

 Competent Resources (d): There is an absence of explicit reference to the utilization 

and development of competent personnel in executing improvements. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The clause does not emphasize the importance of 

documenting improvement processes and feedback, crucial for traceability and 

accountability. 

 Compliance with Strict Regulation (f): Without stringent requirements for acting on 

feedback, laboratories may fall short of regulatory standards. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clause 8.6.1: Revise to include detailed steps for continual improvement processes, 

incorporating recognized quality improvement models. 

 Clause 8.6.2: Implement a robust mechanism for feedback analysis, ensuring that 

insights are systematically recorded and translated into action. 

 

 

Conclusion 

Clause 8.6 embodies the core principle of continual improvement yet lacks the specificity 

needed to assure uniform adherence to high competence standards across medical laboratories. 

By refining this clause to detail explicit procedures for improvement and structured feedback 

mechanisms, ISO 15189:2022 can significantly enhance the quality management system's 

effectiveness and reliability . 

 

Clause: 8.7 
 

Clause 8.7 of ISO 15189:2022 encompasses nonconformities and corrective actions within 

medical laboratories, which are critical for the integrity and improvement of the quality 

management system (QMS). A detailed examination of this clause, along with its sub-clauses 

8.7.1, 8.7.2, and 8.7.3, will determine whether the provisions adequately support competence 

and quality standardization as required. 
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Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 8.7.1 (Actions when nonconformity occurs): This clause may not fully 

prevent quality compromises since it does not specify the documentation requirements 

(e) nor does it ensure the involvement of competent personnel in corrective actions (d). 

 Clause 8.7.2 (Corrective action effectiveness): The clause lacks details on the 

continuous training and evaluation necessary for maintaining corrective actions (g), and 

it does not address the ongoing monitoring of the effectiveness of these actions (i). 

 Clause 8.7.3 (Records of nonconformities and corrective actions): Although it 

mentions records, there is no explicit demand for the use of validated technical 

requirements or specifications for recording nonconformities (k), which might lead to 

data not being robust enough to support continual quality improvement. 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): The clauses may not provide measurable criteria for assessing the 

effectiveness of corrective actions, potentially leading to inconsistencies. 

 Competent Resources (d): There is no explicit requirement to ensure that corrective 

actions are performed by personnel with proven problem-solving abilities. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The specifics of how nonconformities and actions 

taken are recorded may not be robust enough to ensure traceability and accountability. 

 Continuous Training (g): The absence of a requirement for ongoing training in relation 

to nonconformities could result in repeated issues. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): A lack of emphasis on continuous monitoring could mean 

that the same nonconformities recur without being detected in a timely manner. 

 Compliance with Validated Technical Requirements (k): There is no clear mandate 

that the methods for documenting nonconformities must adhere to validated technical 

standards. 

 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clause 8.7.1: Should be revised to detail the documentation process and ensure that 

corrective actions involve qualified personnel. 

 Clause 8.7.2: Must include requirements for continuous training on corrective actions 

and specify how the effectiveness of these actions will be monitored over time. 

 Clause 8.7.3: Needs to be amended to demand that all records adhere to validated 

technical requirements to ensure the reliability of the recorded data. 

 

Conclusion  

The current language of Clause 8.7 and its sub-clauses could be strengthened to eliminate 

ambiguities and ensure that nonconformities and corrective actions consistently contribute to 

the competence and quality of the medical laboratory's QMS. Specific improvements are 

required to document procedures, involve competent personnel, and ensure ongoing training 

and monitoring, thereby reinforcing the effectiveness of the corrective actions and upholding 

the integrity of the QMS. 
 
 

Clause: 8.8 

 

Clause 8.8 of ISO 15189:2022 focuses on the evaluations within medical laboratories, 

including the sub-clauses on quality indicators and internal audits. These are pivotal for the 
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management and assurance of quality in laboratory processes and outcomes. A detailed review 

of these clauses will reveal whether they adequately address the A-L criteria necessary for a 

competent quality management system. 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 8.8.1 (General): This clause could be deemed ambiguous (a) as it might not 

provide specific guidelines for the evaluation process, potentially allowing for 

subjective interpretations. 

 Clause 8.8.2 (Quality indicators): While quality indicators are critical, the clause does 

not explicitly ensure that they are derived from and tied to a continuous training 

program (g) or continuous monitoring (i). 

 Clause 8.8.3 (Internal audits): It does not specifically mandate the involvement of 

competent personnel (d) in conducting the audits, nor does it detail the verification and 

validation processes (j) that should underpin the internal audits. 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): If the requirements for evaluations are not clearly delineated, 

laboratories may apply varying standards and methodologies, leading to inconsistencies 

in quality management. 

 Competent Resources (d): Without a clear directive to involve competent personnel 

in evaluations, there's a risk of ineffective audits that may not catch or appropriately 

address nonconformities. 

 Documentation and Records (e): The standard should be clear about the 

documentation of evaluation activities and results, which is critical for accountability 

and future reference. 

 Continuous Training (g): The absence of this requirement might result in staff being 

ill-prepared to identify or address emerging quality issues. 

 Continuous Monitoring (i): If not explicitly required, there may be a lack of ongoing 

assessment of quality indicators and effectiveness of internal audits. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): Internal audits should be methodically 

verified and validated to ensure they are effective in improving quality management. 

 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clause 8.8.1: Should be revised to specify the steps and criteria involved in the 

evaluation process. 

 Clause 8.8.2: Must articulate the link between quality indicators and continuous 

training and monitoring programs. 

 Clause 8.8.3: Needs to be updated to mandate the involvement of competent personnel 

in conducting internal audits, including clear processes for verification and validation 

of the audit methods and findings. 

 

Conclusion 
 The current formulation of Clause 8.8 may not sufficiently address certain A-L criteria, such 

as ambiguity, competent resources, and continuous training and monitoring, which are 

fundamental for maintaining a competent quality management system in medical laboratories. 



205 
 

Rectifying these gaps would enhance the integrity and effectiveness of the laboratory's quality 

evaluations, fostering a higher standard of care and reliability in laboratory results . 

 

 

Clause: 8.9 
 

Clause 8.9 of ISO 15189:2022 establishes requirements for management review within medical 

laboratories, a process that is essential to ensuring the competence and continual improvement 

of the quality management system (QMS). This clause and its sub-clauses (8.9.1, 8.9.2, and 

8.9.3) are critically examined to assess whether they fulfill the criteria necessary to uphold and 

standardize quality effectively. 

 

Analysis of Clause and Sub-Clauses 
 Clause 8.9.1 (General): The clause may lack detail on the process for management 

review, potentially leading to varied interpretations and application, which can impact 

impartiality (b) and competence of the system (a). 

 Clause 8.9.2 (Review Input): Without explicitly defined inputs for review, there could 

be missed opportunities to address risks and drive improvements (f, g). 

 Clause 8.9.3 (Review Output): The absence of specific outputs and follow-up actions 

from the management review could lead to ambiguity (a) in how to implement 

continuous improvement (g) and handle nonconformities (j). 

 

Justification of the Argument 
 Ambiguity (a): If the clauses do not precisely define the management review process, 

inputs, and expected outputs, there is a risk of inconsistent practices that could 

compromise the QMS's effectiveness. 

 Impartiality (b) and Non-compromising Quality (c): Lack of detail could allow for 

subjective management reviews, potentially compromising the integrity and 

impartiality of the QMS. 

 Competent Manpower (d): There's no explicit requirement for the competence of 

personnel involved in the management review, which could affect the quality of the 

review outcomes. 

 Documentation and Record Keeping (e): The standard may not sufficiently specify 

requirements for documenting the review process and outcomes. 

 Compliance with Higher and Strict Regulations (f): The clause does not explicitly 

mandate management reviews to consider compliance with strict regulations. 

 Continuous Training, Evaluation, and Measurement (g): It lacks specifics on how 

management reviews should drive continuous training and measure the effectiveness of 

the QMS. 

 Process Verification and Validation (j): There is no clear requirement for the 

management review to verify and validate the QMS processes and their effectiveness. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 
 Clause 8.9.1: Include detailed procedures and criteria for conducting management 

reviews. 

 Clause 8.9.2: Clearly define the required inputs for management reviews to cover all 

aspects of the QMS. 

 Clause 8.9.3: Specify expected outputs and follow-up actions from management 

reviews, including how they should drive continuous improvement and address 

nonconformities. 
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Conclusion 
 Clause 8.9 is vital in ensuring the QMS's effectiveness but currently may not sufficiently 

delineate the requirements for a competent management review. Providing more detailed 

guidance and clearly defined criteria for management review processes would help standardize 

practices across laboratories and reinforce the overall quality management framework within 

ISO 15189:2022.【16:8.9†ISO_FDIS_15189_E (1)】 
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CHAPTER- 07 
 

Immediate Withdrawal of ISO 15189:2022 Required Due to 

Predominantly Hypothetical Requirements 

 

ARTICLE 

 
 

In the realm of medical laboratory accreditation, the introduction of ISO 15189:2022 was 

heralded as a beacon of excellence, promising to elevate the standards of quality and 

competence. However, upon meticulous examination, it becomes clear that the standard 

is fraught with hypothetical requirements that erode the very foundation it seeks to 

strengthen. The consequent lack of uniformity in measurement and interpretation 

fundamentally compromises laboratory competence, urging an immediate withdrawal of this 

standard. 

 

Clause 4 - A Paragon of Ambiguity  

The provisions under Clause 4, which address management requirements, fall short of 

providing concrete and testable parameters. Hypothetical scenarios underpinning the standards 

for impartiality and confidentiality do not translate into uniform, measurable outputs. The 

discrepancies in interpretation and application among various laboratories impede the 

consistent maintenance of quality, undermining the clause's intent. 

 

Clause 4: Management Requirements 
 Analysis of the requirements for impartiality (4.1) highlighting the lack of specific 

measures for identifying and mitigating potential conflicts of interest. 

 Critique of confidentiality provisions (4.2) and the absence of practical methods to 

enforce data privacy, leaving patient information at risk of inconsistent protection 

measures. 

 Discussion on patient requirements (4.3) that propose a patient-first approach without 

concrete steps for laboratories to operationalize these guidelines, potentially affecting 

patient safety. 

 

Clause 5 - The Ill-Defined Role of Leadership  

Clause 5 epitomizes the pitfalls of ambiguous guidelines, particularly in defining the laboratory 

director’s role and responsibilities. Without practical methods to evaluate competencies or 

enforce the implementation of the management system, the clause propels subjective 

assessments. Such hypothetical directives cloud the clarity of quality objectives, leading to 

diverse operational standards 

 

Clause 5: Structural Requirements 
 Examination of the laboratory director's role (5.2) and the absence of clear criteria for 

evaluating the specified qualifications and competencies required for effective 

laboratory leadership. 

 Breakdown of laboratory activities (5.3) showing a lack of practical guidance on 

ensuring that operations align with the standard's intentions, risking the consistency and 

quality of laboratory services. 
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 Exploration of the structural requirements (5.4) with emphasis on the vague directives 

for defining authority and management structure, leading to potential gaps in quality 

control and oversight. 

 

Clause 6 - Resource Requirements and the Mirage of Competence 
The resource requirements stipulated in Clause 6 emphasize the need for competent personnel 

and appropriate facilities. However, the standard’s hypothetical approach to defining 'sufficient 

number' and 'competence' leads to an array of implementation standards. This variability 

thwarts the ability to uniformly assess and assure the competence of laboratories. 

 

Clause 6: Resource Requirements 
 Delving into personnel requirements (6.2) and the vague definition of "sufficient" and 

"competent," allowing for subjective interpretation that could undermine laboratory 

performance. 

 Critique of equipment and facilities directives (6.4 and 6.3) for their failure to provide 

testing and maintenance procedures, potentially resulting in inconsistent reliability of 

laboratory results. 

 Discussion on externally provided products and services (6.8), underscoring the lack of 

guidance on assessment and validation, which could lead to compromised examination 

quality. 

 

Clause 7 - Process Management on Shaky Ground  

Clause 7’s guidance on pre-, during, and post-examination processes suffers from a lack of 

empirically tested methodologies. The hypothetical nature of these requirements prevents the 

establishment of a standardized quality baseline. As a result, laboratories operate on an 

interpretative basis, distorting the consistency and reliability of patient care services 

 

Clause 7: Process Requirements 
 Exploration of the general processes (7.1) revealing a lack of specificity in risk 

management and opportunities for improvement, thus weakening the reliability of 

laboratory outcomes. 

 Analysis of pre-examination processes (7.2) emphasizing the missing actionable steps 

for sample collection and handling, potentially affecting the integrity and validity of 

laboratory results. 

 Scrutiny of post-examination processes (7.4), where the requirements for reporting and 

handling of results lack concrete guidelines, risking the clarity and usefulness of 

laboratory reporting. 

 

Clause 8 - System Requirements with No Grounds in Reality  

Clause 8 underscores the systematic failures of the ISO 15189:2022 standard. Document 

control, data management, and nonconformities are addressed in a hypothetical manner without 

offering clear, actionable protocols. This lack of specificity renders conformity assessments 

challenging and subjective, leaving quality outputs to the mercy of individual interpretation. 

 

Clause 8: System Requirements 
 Assessment of management system documentation (8.2), which neglects to prescribe 

exact methods for document creation and maintenance, possibly affecting the 

traceability and accountability within the laboratory. 
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 Critique of nonconformity and corrective action directives (8.7), which fall short in 

detailing processes for identifying and rectifying errors, threatening the quality and 

accuracy of laboratory work. 

 Examination of the evaluation process (8.8), where the internal audit and quality 

indicator systems are described without providing a framework for implementation, 

leading to variable standards of quality assessment. 

 

Conclusion  

A Standard at Odds with Practicality The cumulative effect of the hypothetical requirements 

in ISO 15189:2022 leads to a troubling conclusion. The standard's approach fosters a non-

uniform quality output and divergent competency levels among accredited laboratories. These 

issues, in conjunction with the lack of actionable guidelines, cast doubt on the standard’s 

viability and integrity. It is apparent that reliance on hypothesis over tested truths does not befit 

the high-stakes nature of medical laboratory operations. 

 Summation of the clause-specific issues within ISO 15189:2022 and their collective 

impact on laboratory competence and the integrity of patient care. 

 A final argument stating that the hypothetical nature of ISO 15189:2022 necessitates its 

immediate withdrawal, demanding a revised standard with practical, testable, and 

uniformly applicable requirements. 

 

Call to Action 
 Urgent appeal to quality professionals, accreditation bodies, and international 

cooperatives to revoke endorsement and demand a standard that upholds rigorous, 

empirically tested guidelines. 

 

This outline could be used as a basis for crafting the full article. Each section would delve 

deeply into the specific failings of the respective clauses, utilizing examples from the standard 

and real-world implications to bolster the argument for withdrawal. 
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CHAPTER-7A 

Analysis of Hypothetical Requirements Addressed in ISO 15189:2022: A 

Critical Overview 

 

                                          

                                                ANALYSIS 

Subclause 4.1: Impartiality 

Subclauses 4.1.a to 4.1.e focus on ensuring that laboratory activities are undertaken 

impartially. For instance, 4.1.d requires the laboratory to monitor its activities and 

relationships to identify threats to impartiality, including those potentially arising from 

relationships of its personnel. The note here mentions a variety of potential threats like 

ownership, governance, and marketing influences, which do not necessarily pose a 

threat to impartiality. 

Hypothetical Nature: These requirements discuss potential threats and emphasize monitoring 

and mitigating these threats without specifying how these threats can be practically identified 

or measured in real-world settings. The language used is more about what could happen 

rather than what is happening, making the requirements seem hypothetical and lacking direct, 

practical tests or examples. 

Subclause 4.2: Confidentiality 

Subclauses 4.2.1 to 4.2.3 deal with managing patient information and ensuring 

confidentiality. For example, 4.2.1 talks about managing all patient information 

obtained or created during the performance of laboratory activities, with legal 

enforceability for privacy and confidentiality. 

Lack of Practical Testing: While the standard mandates the management of information to be 

legally enforceable, it does not provide concrete methods or tests to verify that the 

management of such information meets the required standard of confidentiality in practice. It 

relies on the laboratories to set up their systems according to these broad guidelines, which 

could vary widely in implementation. 

Subclause 4.3: Requirements Regarding Patients 

4.3 includes various requirements to ensure that patients' well-being, safety, and rights are 

primary considerations. It details processes such as providing examination methods 

information, ensuring the clinical appropriateness of examinations, and handling patient 

incidents. 

General and Hypothetical Directives: Many directives in this subclause are broad and require 

the laboratory to establish and implement processes such as periodic review of examinations 

or disclosure of incidents potentially harmful to patients. These processes are stated in a way 

that presumes potential scenarios (hypothetical) and lacks specificity on how to handle them 
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effectively or measure the outcomes, again leading to challenges in practical testing and 

implementation. 

In summary, Clause 4 includes several subclauses with requirements that are largely 

theoretical and general, lacking specific, actionable, and testable guidelines. This makes them 

come across as hypothetical, with a significant dependence on the laboratory's interpretation 

and implementation, which can vary significantly without standardized testing protocols. 

Subclause 4.1: Impartiality 

4.1.e: Describes the need to eliminate or minimize threats to impartiality and demonstrate 

how such threats are mitigated. This is hypothetical as it implies potential situations that may 

not be practically tested and does not provide a specific methodology for mitigation. 

Subclause 4.2: Confidentiality 

4.2.1: Requires management of all patient information with privacy and confidentiality but 

does not give detailed methods for managing information that would allow practical testing. 

4.2.2: Concerns the release of confidential information when required by law or authorized 

by contractual agreements. It does not detail how the laboratory should practically manage 

such releases or the process of informing patients, which makes it theoretical in its 

application. 

4.2.3: States that personnel must keep information confidential but lacks practical steps to 

enforce or test this confidentiality, making it a hypothetical requirement without a clear 

process for validation. 

Subclause 4.3: Requirements regarding patients 

This section mentions that patients' well-being, safety, and rights are the primary 

considerations, and while it establishes the need for certain processes, it often does not 

provide concrete methods to validate or test these considerations, rendering the requirement 

hypothetical in nature. 

Let's explore Clause 5 of the ISO 15189 standard for elements that might be considered 

hypothetical or lacking practical testing, based on the content provided from the standard 

earlier: 

Subclause 5.2: Laboratory Director 

Subclause 5.2.1 (Laboratory Director Competence) The requirement for the laboratory 

to be directed by a person with specified qualifications and competence is clear but does 

not detail the practical steps to evaluate such competence. 

Why It Might Be Considered Hypothetical: The standard does not specify what qualifies as 

"specified qualifications and competence" or provide a method for testing or measuring this 

competence. Thus, the laboratory is left to interpret these requirements, which can result in 

various implementations and subjective assessments of competence. 

Subclause 5.2.2 (Laboratory Director Responsibilities) This subclause requires the 

laboratory director to be responsible for implementing the management system and 

applying risk management to all aspects of laboratory operations. 

Why It Might Be Considered Hypothetical: While the directive is clear, it lacks specificity 

regarding how to implement such a comprehensive responsibility practically. There are no 

practical examples or testing methodologies provided to ensure that risk management is 

effectively applied across all laboratory operations. 
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Subclause 5.2.3 (Delegation of Duties) Delegation of duties is mentioned as something 

that can be done to qualified and competent personnel, with the laboratory director 

retaining ultimate responsibility. 

Why It Might Be Considered Hypothetical: The standard does not give practical steps on how 

to determine the qualification and competence of the personnel to whom duties are delegated 

or how to practically ensure the director retains ultimate responsibility. 

Subclause 5.3: Laboratory Activities 

Subclause 5.3.1 to 5.3.3 (General, Conformance with Requirements, Advisory Activities) 

These subclauses cover the specification of laboratory activities, conformance to the 

standard, and ensuring advisory services are available. 

Why It Might Be Considered Hypothetical: The sections outline what laboratories should do 

but do not provide practical steps or methodologies for ensuring these activities conform to 

the standard, or how advisory services can be effectively offered and evaluated. 

Subclause 5.4: Structure and Authority 

Subclause 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 (General, Quality Management) These subclauses require the 

definition of organizational structure, responsibilities, authority, and quality 

management personnel. 

Why It Might Be Considered Hypothetical: While they require certain structures and roles to 

be defined and established, they do not offer a practical framework for how these should be 

evaluated or audited, leaving room for interpretation and potentially inconsistent application. 

Subclause 5.5: Objectives and Policies 

Subclause 5.5 (Objectives and Policies) The laboratory management must establish 

objectives and policies, including quality indicators. 

Why It Might Be Considered Hypothetical: Objectives and quality indicators must be 

measurable and consistent with policies, but the standard provides no clear guidance on how 

to develop these measurements or ensure they are implemented effectively throughout the 

laboratory's operations. 

Subclause 5.6: Risk Management 

Subclause 5.6 (Risk Management) This subclause focuses on establishing processes for 

identifying risks and opportunities for improved patient care. 

Why It Might Be Considered Hypothetical: It emphasizes the importance of risk management 

without providing concrete examples or methods for identifying, assessing, and mitigating 

risks, or for measuring the effectiveness of the actions taken. 

The hypothetical nature of these requirements in Clause 5 lies in their general directives 

without associated practical, testable, and measurable criteria or processes. They outline what 

should be achieved without detailing how to practically achieve, test, or measure these goals, 

leaving much up to individual laboratories' interpretation and application. 
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Clause 6 

Clause 6 of the ISO 15189 standard, which deals with resource requirements, has 

several subclauses that could be considered to contain hypothetical elements, as they 

state requirements without providing a practical framework for testing or 

measurement. Here are a few subclauses and reasons why they may be seen as 

hypothetical: 

Sub clause 6.2: Personnel  

6.2.1 General 

This sub clause indicates that the laboratory shall have access to a sufficient number of 

competent persons to perform its activities. The requirement is based on the concept of 

"sufficient number" and "competence," which can be quite subjective and dependent on the 

laboratory's interpretation without specific, standardized criteria for measurement. 

 

 

6.2.2 Competence requirements 

Competence requirements are defined here, including education, qualification, training, 

technical knowledge, skills, and experience. The methods of assessment of such competence 

are left to the laboratory, and while some examples are provided, such as direct observation 

of activities and review of work records, there's no standardized test or measurement method 

described that can be applied across different laboratories. 

6.2.3 Authorization 
Personnel authorization to perform specific activities is required, but how to assess the 

appropriateness of these authorizations isn't clearly defined, making the requirement more 

theoretical than practical in nature. 

6.2.4 Continuing education and professional development 

The laboratory must ensure ongoing education and professional development of its personnel, 

which is a conceptual requirement with no clear guidance on the measurable outcomes or the 

testing method to ensure compliance. 

6.2.5 Personnel records 

This subclause requires maintaining records of qualifications and competencies of personnel. 

While the need for records is concrete, the interpretation of what constitutes adequate record-

keeping may vary, and the standard does not define a practical test to assess record 

sufficiency or compliance. 

Subclause 6.4: Equipment 

6.4.5 Equipment maintenance and repair 

Maintenance and repair of equipment are mentioned, including adherence to manufacturer’s 

instructions. However, how a laboratory should handle deviations is not given a practical 

framework for testing and assessment, leading to potential subjective application. 

6.4.7 Equipment records 

While this requires detailed records for each piece of equipment, it is unclear how 

laboratories should practically evaluate the quality and completeness of these records to 

ensure they meet the standard's requirements. 
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In summary, while Clause 6 defines what laboratories should have in terms of resources, it 

often does not provide practical, testable ways to measure and assess whether these 

requirements have been met, leaving room for subjective interpretation and application . 

In Clause 6 of the ISO 15189 standard, other subclauses that may present hypothetical 

scenarios without detailed practical testing include: 

Subclause 6.3: Facilities and Environmental Conditions 

6.3.1 to 6.3.5 (General, Facility Controls, Storage Facilities, Personnel Facilities, Sample 

Collection Facilities) These subclauses require laboratories to provide suitable facilities and 

environmental conditions that don't adversely affect test results or safety. They mention 

general requirements like controlling access, preventing contamination, and ensuring 

maintenance, but the specific, measurable actions that laboratories should take to satisfy these 

requirements are not detailed. 

Subclause 6.5: Objectives and Policies 

6.5 (Quality Indicators) It requires the establishment of quality indicators for key aspects of 

laboratory processes. However, the subclause provides no clear guidance on which specific 

indicators to use or how to measure them, which can lead to inconsistent application across 

laboratories. 

Subclause 6.6: Reagents and Consumables 

6.6.1 to 6.6.7 (General, Receipt and Storage, Acceptance Testing, Inventory Management, 

Instructions for Use, Adverse Incident Reporting, Records) This section addresses the 

handling of reagents and consumables but does not provide specific procedures for testing 

and verifying their performance, leaving the practical implementation open to interpretation. 

Subclause 6.7: Service Agreements 

6.7.1 and 6.7.2 (Agreements with Laboratory Users, Agreements with POCT Operators) 

Service agreements are to be established and reviewed, yet the process for how to practically 

evaluate and maintain these agreements' effectiveness is not explained. 

Subclause 6.8: Externally Provided Products and Services 

6.8.1 to 6.8.3 (General, Referral Laboratories and Consultants, Review and Approval of 

Externally Provided Products and Services) This subclause covers externally provided 

services and products but lacks details on how to practically assess the external providers' 

performance and the sufficiency of the products and services. 

These subclauses in Clause 6 focus on the outcomes that laboratories should achieve 

regarding resources, environment, and external services but often without clear guidance on 

how to implement or evaluate these outcomes in a practical, measurable way. This can lead to 

laboratories devising their own methods for achieving these outcomes, which can result in 

variability in compliance and effectiveness. 

In the previous sections of Clause 6 that we discussed, we identified several subclauses where 

the requirements could be considered hypothetical due to the lack of practical, measurable 

guidance on implementation. Here are additional subclauses within Clause 6 that may also fit 

this characterization: 

These subclauses continue the trend observed in earlier parts of Clause 6, where the 

requirements are described in a way that seems to rely heavily on the interpreting laboratory 

to determine how to implement them practically. This may contribute to the perception that 

the standards are hypothetical and lack practical testing because they do not provide concrete, 
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uniform guidelines that can be uniformly applied and audited across different laboratory 

settings. 

Upon examining the details provided from Clause 6, in addition to the subclauses previously 

discussed, the following subclauses may also present hypothetical scenarios without detailed 

practical testing: 

Subclause 7.1: General 

Risk Identification and Mitigation: It calls for the identification and mitigation of potential 

risks to patient care in all process stages. The subclause also mentions that residual risks 

should be communicated as appropriate. This is hypothetical as it does not specify how risks 

should be identified, assessed, or mitigated, nor does it provide concrete examples or methods 

for communication. 

Monitoring Effectiveness: The clause mentions the monitoring and evaluation of risks and 

mitigation processes according to the potential harm to patients. This too can be seen as 

hypothetical since it does not detail the metrics or methods for this monitoring and 

evaluation, leaving it open to interpretation. 

Opportunities for Improvement: It requires laboratories to identify opportunities to improve 

patient care and to develop a framework to manage these opportunities. This requirement is 

hypothetical because it does not provide a clear method for identifying such opportunities or 

for creating the framework, nor does it establish criteria for measuring improvement. 

The subclause seems to expect laboratories to devise their own methods for risk management 

and quality improvement, without providing specific, practical guidelines for doing so. This 

can lead to varying practices among laboratories, potentially affecting the consistency and 

reliability of laboratory services related to patient care. 

Subclause 7.2 of the ISO 15189 standard outlines the pre-examination 

processes, and within this section, several subclauses might contain 

hypothetical scenarios without detailed practical testing: 

Subclause 7.2.1: General 

This subclause likely sets the framework for pre-examination processes but may not provide 

detailed, practical testing protocols, leaving the interpretation and application up to the 

laboratory. 

Subclause 7.2.2: Laboratory information for patients and users 

It may discuss providing adequate information for patients and users but lacks the specificity 

in how this information should be presented or verified for comprehensibility and 

effectiveness. 

Subclause 7.2.3: Requests for providing laboratory examinations 

While this subclause addresses the management of requests for examinations, including oral 

requests, the practicalities of how to authenticate and document these requests might not be 

sufficiently detailed. 

Subclause 7.2.4: Primary sample collection and handling 

This includes subclauses from 7.2.4.1 to 7.2.4.4, discussing the general aspects of sample 

collection and specific pre-collection activities, patient consent, and instructions for 

collection activities. These might outline what needs to be done without the necessary 
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practical steps or criteria for ensuring that the instructions are clear, understood by patients, 

and followed correctly. 

Subclause 7.2.5: Sample transportation 

Here, requirements for the transportation of samples are listed, but practical guidance on how 

to implement these requirements or measure their adequacy could be lacking. 

Subclause 7.2.6: Sample receipt 

Including procedures and exceptions for sample receipt, this may not detail the practical 

testing or verification steps to ensure the integrity of samples upon receipt. 

Subclause 7.2.7: Pre-examination handling, preparation, and storage 

This part details the protection of samples, criteria for additional examination requests, and 

sample stability, which could be considered hypothetical if they do not include specific 

testing protocols or parameters for measuring and maintaining sample integrity. 

Each of these subclauses appears to focus more on what outcomes should be achieved rather 

than providing concrete methods for achieving these outcomes, which can be subject to 

interpretation and may not be directly testable or auditable. They set expectations without 

always providing the necessary practical, testable methods to meet these expectations 

consistently across laboratories . 

Subclause 7.2.3: Requests for providing laboratory examinations 

7.2.3.1 General: This section outlines the need for clear and unambiguous requests for 

examinations, including the specifics of the information required, but it does not specify how 

to practically ensure that all requests meet these criteria or how to handle requests that do not. 

7.2.3.2 Oral requests: While this part recognizes the acceptance of oral requests in certain 

situations and necessitates confirmation in writing, it does not provide concrete guidance on 

the verification process for ensuring the accuracy and understanding of these oral requests, 

making the implementation somewhat hypothetical. 

These aspects of subclause 7.2 suggest a framework that laboratories are expected to follow 

but without offering detailed practical methods for implementation, potentially leading to 

varied interpretations and applications . 

Upon a further review of Subclause 7.2 in the ISO 15189 standard, additional aspects that 

could be seen as hypothetical without practical testing have been identified: 

Subclause 7.2.4: Primary sample collection and handling 

7.2.4.1 General 

Outlines the general requirements for sample collection, focusing on the suitability and 

correct procedures, but the specifics on how these procedures are validated or standardized 

across different scenarios might not be explicitly mentioned. 

7.2.4.2 Information for pre-collection activities 

Details the need for providing clear instructions for pre-collection activities. The clause 

emphasizes appropriate communication but does not provide concrete examples or methods 

for ensuring that the instructions are understood and followed correctly. 

7.2.4.3 Patient consent 

Requires obtaining consent from patients where necessary but lacks detailed guidance on the 

methods for documenting or verifying that consent was informed and properly recorded. 
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Subclause 7.2.5: Sample transportation 

General 

Addresses the conditions and requirements for the proper transportation of samples to ensure 

their integrity, yet may not specify testable protocols for verifying that transportation 

conditions meet these requirements. 

Subclause 7.2.7: Pre-examination handling, preparation, and storage 

7.2.7.1 Sample protection 

While it specifies that samples must be protected from contamination or deterioration, the 

practical, measurable standards for verifying this protection are not detailed. 

7.2.7.3 Sample stability 

Discusses maintaining the stability of the samples under specified conditions, but might not 

offer detailed guidance on the testing methods or metrics to evaluate stability throughout the 

pre-examination phase. 

These subclauses in 7.2 outline essential requirements for pre-examination processes but can 

be seen as hypothetical in the absence of detailed, practical, and standardized testing 

protocols. The lack of such specifics could lead to variations in interpretation and 

implementation, making it difficult to ensure uniformity and reliability in laboratory practices 

across different settings. 

 

In Subclause 7.3 of the ISO 15189 standard, additional hypothetical 

scenarios not previously mentioned include: 

 

Subclause 7.3.3: Validation of Examination Methods 

General: This section outlines requirements for laboratories to validate their examination 

methods, ensuring they are fit for their intended use. While it requires the laboratory to 

determine acceptance criteria, it does not specify how these criteria should be established or 

validated, leaving much up to the laboratory's interpretation and internal procedures. 

7.3.3.2 Procedures: Specifies that procedures need to be validated, but often lacks detailed, 

practical steps for conducting such validation, making it a hypothetical guideline without 

clear actionable steps. 

Subclause 7.3.4: Evaluation of Measurement Uncertainty (MU) 

General: This subclause discusses the need for evaluating measurement uncertainty and 

stipulates that it should be considered in the validation of methods. However, it often does not 

provide practical steps or examples of how to perform these evaluations, particularly how to 

apply statistical techniques effectively in different laboratory settings. 

Subclause 7.3.5: Biological Reference Intervals and Clinical Decision Limits 

General: Requires that biological reference intervals and clinical decision limits be 

established based on the patient population and periodically reviewed. The process for 

establishing these intervals is often not detailed, which can lead to hypothetical scenarios 

where the laboratory must devise its methods for validation and review . 

These subclauses in Section 7.3 suggest a framework for laboratory processes but are often 

not accompanied by detailed, practical methods for implementation, making them subject to 

varied interpretations and applications across different laboratory settings. 

Subclause 7.3.7: Ensuring the Validity of Examination Results 

7.3.7.1 General 
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This section mentions that the laboratory should have procedures to monitor the validity of 

results with detectable trends and shifts, and where practicable, statistical techniques should 

be applied. The term "where practicable" introduces ambiguity as it does not specify when or 

under what circumstances these techniques should be applied, leaving it open to 

interpretation. 

7.3.7.2 Internal Quality Control (IQC) 

While it requires ongoing monitoring of the validity of examination results, the specifics on 

how to implement these IQC procedures, including the selection of appropriate quality 

control materials and the frequency of testing, are not detailed, making it hypothetical and 

potentially inconsistent across different labs. 

7.3.7.3 External Quality Assessment (EQA) 

The clause stipulates participation in EQA programs to ensure comparability of results with 

those of other laboratories. However, it does not provide guidance on selecting suitable EQA 

programs or analyzing the results from these assessments, which can lead to varied practices 

and interpretations. 

7.3.7.4 Comparability of Examination Results 

This subclause requires that methods ensure the comparability of examination results, 

particularly when changes occur in methods or reagents. The lack of practical guidelines on 

how to verify comparability or manage changes effectively can make this requirement 

hypothetical and challenging to implement consistently. 

These sections of Subclause 7.3.7 further highlight the hypothetical nature of many 

requirements within ISO 15189, where the lack of specific, actionable guidance can lead to 

different interpretations and applications in practice, affecting the uniformity and reliability 

of laboratory processes. 

 

In Sub clause 7.4 of the ISO 15189 standard, which deals with post-

examination processes, several aspects might be considered hypothetical or 

lacking practical testing: 

Subclause 7.4.1: Result Reporting 

7.4.1.1 General: Requires that the results be reported accurately, clearly, unambiguously, and 

objectively, and within a time frame that meets the needs of patient care. It states that reports 

should include all information requested by the user and any additional information necessary 

for the interpretation of the examination results. This subclause might be seen as hypothetical 

because while it outlines what should be included in reports, it often does not specify how to 

practically ensure that all necessary information is indeed captured and communicated 

effectively, which can vary significantly depending on the laboratory setup and the specific 

patient care scenarios. 

7.4.1.2 Critical Results: Specifies that critical results must be immediately reported to the 

recipient, but it does not provide concrete guidelines on the methods or systems to be used for 

such reporting, leaving much to the laboratory's discretion and potentially leading to 

variability in the urgency and method of reporting critical findings. 

Subclause 7.4.2: Post-Examination Handling of Samples 

7.4.2.1 Sample Retention and Storage: Discusses the retention and storage of samples post-

examination to ensure their integrity for possible future use. However, it may lack detailed, 

practical steps for managing various types of samples under different storage conditions, 

which could affect the reliability of samples for future testing. 

7.4.2.2 Sample Disposal: Requires that samples be disposed of safely and in a way that 

complies with legal and regulatory requirements. This subclause is somewhat hypothetical as 
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it does not provide specifics on the disposal methods or how to validate that disposal methods 

are compliant with all applicable regulations, potentially leading to inconsistencies in 

practice. 

These sections of Subclause 7.4 outline the desired outcomes for post-examination processes 

but are light on the specific, practical methodologies necessary for achieving these outcomes 

consistently. This can lead to different interpretations and applications across laboratory 

settings, contributing to the perception of these standards as hypothetical without practical 

testing. 

 

Upon further analysis of Subclause 7.4 in the ISO 15189 standard, here are additional aspects 

related to hypothetical scenarios not previously discussed: 

7.4.1.7 Additional Information for Reports 

It requires certain additional information to be included in reports when necessary for patient 

care, such as the time of sample collection. However, it does not provide guidelines on how 

to determine when such information is necessary or how to effectively implement these 

reporting requirements, making them potentially hypothetical and dependent on the 

laboratory's interpretation . 

Subclause 7.4.2: Post-Examination Handling of Samples 

General Handling and Disposal 

Discusses the retention time of samples and the conditions under which they should be stored 

or disposed of, but often lacks detailed protocols or practical examples of how to achieve 

these conditions, making it a theoretical rather than a practically tested scenario . 

These additional elements in Subclause 7.4 further demonstrate the presence of requirements 

that are stated more in terms of what should be achieved rather than providing detailed 

methodologies for how to achieve these outcomes in a practical, consistent manner across 

laboratories. This contributes to the perception of these standards as hypothetical and lacking 

practical testing. 

Upon further review of Subclause 7.4 in the ISO 15189 standard, additional aspects that 

present hypothetical scenarios not previously discussed include: 

Subclause 7.5 of the ISO 15189 standard deals with nonconforming work 

and outlines the requirements for handling situations where laboratory 

activities or results do not conform to established procedures or quality 

specifications. Here are the parts of this subclause that might be considered 

hypothetical due to their lack of specific practical testing guidelines: 

Subclause 7.5: Nonconforming Work 

 

General Requirements: 
This section mandates that the laboratory must have a defined process for managing 

nonconformities in laboratory activities or examination results. However, while it emphasizes 

the importance of managing such nonconformities, it may lack specific, actionable steps or 

examples on how to identify, assess, and manage these incidents, making the requirements 

more theoretical and open to interpretation. 

Responsibilities and Authorities: 

It states that responsibilities and authorities for managing nonconforming work must be 

specified. However, the clause does not provide details on how these responsibilities should 
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be assigned or the criteria for determining the authority levels, which can lead to inconsistent 

applications. 

Immediate and Long-term Actions: 

The laboratory is required to specify immediate and long-term actions based on a risk 

analysis process, but it does not detail what this risk analysis should entail or how it should be 

practically implemented. This lack of concrete methodology can make it difficult to 

uniformly apply and measure the effectiveness of these actions. 

Evaluation of Clinical Significance: 

This part requires an evaluation of the clinical significance of nonconforming work, including 

an impact analysis on examination results that were or could have been released before 

identifying the nonconformance. The hypothetical aspect is present because the standard does 

not specify how to conduct such an evaluation or what metrics should be used to determine 

clinical significance. 

Decision on Acceptability of Nonconforming Work: 

Decisions must be made on the acceptability of nonconforming work, but the criteria for 

making these decisions are not concretely defined, which can lead to subjective judgments 

and varied practices. 

Resumption of Work: 

The standard requires that the responsibility for authorizing the resumption of work must be 

clearly defined. However, it does not provide guidelines on the conditions under which work 

may resume, making this requirement somewhat abstract and hypothetical. 

These elements of Subclause 7.5 illustrate how the standard sets out what outcomes are 

desired (i.e., effective management of nonconforming work) without providing the detailed, 

practical methodologies needed for consistent implementation across different laboratory 

settings. This can lead to varied interpretations and applications, contributing to the 

perception of these standards as hypothetical and lacking practical testing. 

 

Further analysis of Subclause 7.5 from the ISO 15189 standard reveals additional aspects that 

could be considered hypothetical due to a lack of detailed, practical guidelines: 

Subclause 7.5: Nonconforming Work 

 

Handling and Control of Nonconforming Work: 
The clause stipulates that the laboratory must determine the controls and responsibilities for 

dealing with nonconforming work, but it often does not provide specific guidelines on how 

these controls should be implemented or monitored for effectiveness. This lack of detail can 

make the requirement hypothetical and subject to varied interpretations and implementations. 

Documentation and Record Keeping: 

Requires documentation of nonconformities and the actions taken to resolve them. While it 

states what should be documented, it does not specify how these records should be 

maintained or reviewed to ensure ongoing compliance and effectiveness, making this another 

area where practical application may vary. 

Evaluation of Nonconformities: 

Laboratories are required to evaluate the impact of nonconforming work, including an 

analysis of how it occurred and its potential effects on patient care. However, the clause does 

not provide a clear methodology for conducting these evaluations, which can result in 

subjective and inconsistent practices. 

These additional elements of Subclause 7.5 highlight the overarching issue within many ISO 

standards: while they outline what outcomes are desired, they often do not provide the 

detailed, practical methodologies needed for consistent implementation across different 
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laboratory settings. This contributes to the perception of these standards as hypothetical and 

lacking practical testing. 

Subclause 7.5: Nonconforming Work 

 

Actions Required: 
The standard requires that actions must be based upon the risk analysis process established by 

the laboratory. However, it does not provide specific guidelines on how to carry out this risk 

analysis, what constitutes an acceptable risk, or how to prioritize actions based on this 

analysis. This lack of concrete guidance can lead to subjective interpretations and inconsistent 

applications across different laboratories. 

Examinations and Reporting: 

When nonconformities are detected, examinations are to be halted and reports withheld, but 

the subclause does not specify under what specific conditions or thresholds this should occur. 

This is a hypothetical requirement because it depends on individual laboratory assessments of 

risk, without standardized criteria, making it difficult to uniformly implement and audit. 

Evaluation of Clinical Significance: 

Laboratories are required to evaluate the clinical significance of nonconforming work, 

including an impact analysis on examination results. The standard does not specify how to 

conduct these evaluations or what criteria to use for determining clinical significance. This 

can make the requirement seem abstract and theoretical, as it relies heavily on laboratory 

discretion without a clear testing or evaluation protocol. 

These additional elements further illustrate the challenges within Subclause 7.5, where the 

requirements are more about what outcomes are desired rather than providing detailed 

methodologies for how to achieve these outcomes in a practical, consistent manner across 

different laboratory settings. This contributes to the perception of these standards as 

hypothetical and lacking practical testing. 

Upon reviewing subclause 7.6 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, which deals with "Control of 

data and information management," it appears that this subclause mostly sets forth 

requirements and responsibilities regarding data and information management in medical 

laboratories without specifying detailed, practical methods for implementing these 

requirements. Here’s a breakdown of what each part entails: 

General Overview (7.6.1): It establishes general requirements for managing laboratory 

information but does not delve into specific methodologies or tools for implementation.  

Authorities and Responsibilities for Information Management (7.6.2): This section assigns 

responsibilities related to information management but largely leaves the methods of 

fulfilling these responsibilities to the discretion of the laboratory. 

Information Systems Management (7.6.3): While it discusses the importance of managing 

information systems, it again lacks detailed, practical examples of how to effectively manage 

these systems. 

Downtime Plans (7.6.4): It requires laboratories to have plans for system downtimes, but the 

specifics of these plans are not detailed, implying a need for laboratories to develop their own 

approaches based on their unique circumstances. 

Off Site Management (7.6.5): This part focuses on managing information off-site without 

providing concrete steps or procedures, making it another example where the requirement is 

stated without practical detail. 

Each of these sections tends to describe what should be done rather than how to do it, thus 

they could be considered "hypothetical" in terms of practical application. They require the 

laboratory to establish or improve systems and processes without offering a detailed practical 

testing or implementation guide. 
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Such a structure is not uncommon in standards that are meant to be broadly applicable across 

many different types of organizations and settings, allowing for flexibility but also requiring 

organizations to develop their own specific procedures that comply with the general 

requirements of the standard. 

 

Subclause 7.7 in the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Complaints," 

contains provisions that might be considered hypothetical due to their 

broad requirements without specific details on practical implementation. 

Here are the points that stand out: 

 
Process (7.7.1): This section states that the laboratory must establish a process for managing 

complaints but does not specify the detailed steps or methods to implement such a process 

effectively. It leaves the specific procedures and practices to be determined by the laboratory, 

which can result in varying interpretations and implementations. 

Receipt of Complaint (7.7.2): While it requires that all complaints be recorded systematically 

and that the laboratory should confirm receipt of a complaint, it does not provide guidance on 

the practical aspects, such as the specific timeframe for acknowledgment or the exact method 

of documentation. This can lead to inconsistencies in how complaints are handled across 

different laboratories. 

Resolution of Complaint (7.7.3): This part mandates that complaints be investigated and 

resolved, and that the outcomes be communicated to the complainant. However, it lacks 

detailed procedures on conducting the investigation, such as methods for determining root 

causes, steps for ensuring impartiality during the investigation, and timelines for resolution. 

This leaves much open to the laboratory's interpretation and discretion. 

These sections emphasize what should be done (e.g., establish a process, record complaints, 

investigate and resolve) rather than how to do it, making the requirements somewhat 

hypothetical and open-ended without practical, step-by-step testing or implementation 

guidelines. 

Continuing the evaluation of the subclause 7.6 in the ISO 15189:2022 standard, additional 

hypothetical scenarios are identified in the requirement for emergency preparedness planning 

(7.8). Here’s a further breakdown: 

Emergency Preparedness Planning (7.8): This requirement states that medical laboratories 

should have a continuity and emergency preparedness plan in place. However, it doesn't 

specify the detailed procedures or practical steps that laboratories should take to develop 

these plans. This leaves the implementation largely theoretical and adaptable, depending on 

the laboratory’s specific circumstances, resources, and risks . 

This approach of specifying what should be accomplished without detailing how to 

accomplish it allows for flexibility but requires laboratories to devise their own specific 

procedures to meet these broad standards. This can be viewed as hypothetical in terms of 

practical, immediately actionable steps. 
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Subclause 8.2 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Management System 

Documentation," outlines requirements that might be viewed as 

hypothetical due to their lack of specific, practical examples for 

implementation. The details from the subclauses under 8.2 are as follows: 

 
General (8.2.1): This section requires that the laboratory establish and maintain a documented 

management system. However, it does not provide detailed instructions or methodologies on 

how to create, maintain, or revise this documentation, leaving much to the laboratory's 

discretion. 

Control of Documents (8.2.2): It calls for the laboratory to control all documents that form 

part of its management system. While it outlines the necessity for document control 

procedures to approve, review, and update documents, it does not offer concrete methods or 

technologies to use, which may require laboratories to devise their own systems. 

Control of Records (8.2.3): This subclause specifies the need to establish and maintain 

records to provide evidence of conformity to requirements and of the effective operation of 

the management system. Although it emphasizes the importance of record integrity, 

accessibility, and retrievability, it lacks specific guidance on practical implementation, such 

as the type of record-keeping systems or digital versus paper formats. 

Each of these requirements suggests what should be done rather than providing a detailed 

how-to, thus making them somewhat theoretical and open-ended for practical application. 

This approach allows for flexibility across various types of laboratories but requires them to 

develop their own detailed procedures that comply with the broad standards set by the ISO. 

Subclause 8.3 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Control of 

Documents," outlines requirements that can be considered somewhat 

hypothetical due to the lack of specific, practical implementation details. 

Here's a breakdown of its content: 

 
Control of Documents (8.3): This subclause requires laboratories to control all documents 

that form part of the management system. This includes the review and approval of 

documents for adequacy prior to issue, a documented review process, and ensuring that 

changes and the current revision status of documents are identified. While the subclause 

specifies what needs to be controlled and the general goal of document control, it does not 

provide detailed methods or tools on how to implement these controls effectively. 

Review and Approval (8.3.1): Specifies that all documents shall be reviewed and approved 

for their adequacy by authorized personnel prior to their issue. The requirement is broad and 

does not detail the process or criteria for review, leaving it up to the laboratory to determine.  

Document Changes (8.3.2): Describes the need to identify changes and revision status of 

documents. It requires that the pertinent versions of applicable documents be available at 

points of use, but it lacks specific guidance on managing document versions or the 

technology to be used, making the implementation hypothetical and dependent on the 

laboratory's interpretation. 

These sections of the subclause provide a framework for what should be achieved in terms of 

document control but leave the "how" largely up to the laboratories, making the requirements 

open to interpretation and potentially hypothetical in their application without concrete, 

standardized procedures or examples . 
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Subclause 8.4 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Control of Records," 

contains requirements that could be considered somewhat hypothetical due 

to the broad nature of the requirements without providing specific, 

practical details for implementation. Here are some points from this 

subclause: 

 
General (8.4.1): It states that records must be established and maintained to provide evidence 

of conformity to requirements and of the effective operation of the management system. 

However, it does not specify how these records should be maintained, what forms they 

should take, or how to ensure their security and integrity over time. 

Establishing Records (8.4.2): Requires that records shall be legible, readily identifiable, and 

retrievable. This requirement is broad and leaves the specifics of legibility, identification, and 

retrieval methods open to interpretation by the laboratory. 

Retention Time (8.4.3): Specifies that records shall be retained for a period consistent with its 

contractual and regulatory requirements. Again, while it sets a framework, it does not provide 

specific guidance on determining appropriate retention times or managing records over those 

periods. 

Protection and Backup (8.4.4): Requires protection from loss, damage, and unauthorized 

access. While it addresses the need for security, it lacks detailed methods or practices to 

achieve such protection and backup. 

Disposition of Records (8.4.5): Talks about the secure disposal or definitive identification of 

records after the retention period has expired but does not detail the methods for secure 

disposal or what constitutes definitive identification. 

These sections in subclause 8.4 focus on what outcomes should be achieved (e.g., 

establishing and maintaining records, ensuring their protection and proper disposal) without 

detailing the specific processes or technologies that should be used. This approach can be 

seen as hypothetical as it leaves the actual implementation open to interpretation and 

adaptation by individual laboratories, depending on their specific needs and the technologies 

they have available. 

 

Subclause 8.5 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Actions to address 

risks and opportunities for improvement," includes the following sections 

which can be seen as hypothetical due to their general and broad nature 

without specifying detailed practical steps for implementation: 

 
Identification of Risks and Opportunities for Improvement (8.5.1): This subclause requires 

laboratories to determine the risks and opportunities that need to be addressed to give 

assurance that the management system can achieve its intended results, enhance desirable 

effects, prevent or reduce undesired effects, and achieve improvement. However, it does not 

specify methods or criteria for how to identify these risks and opportunities, leaving it to the 

discretion of the laboratories to develop their own procedures. 

Acting on Risks and Opportunities for Improvement (8.5.2): This section states that 

laboratories must plan actions to address these risks and opportunities and integrate these 

actions into the management system processes. While it provides a general guideline on what 

should be considered, like potential impacts on the conformity of products and services, it 
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does not offer a clear, practical methodology or specific actions that should be taken, making 

it largely theoretical in application. 

These subclauses provide a framework for what should be achieved regarding risk 

management and opportunities for improvement but leave the specifics on how to implement 

these requirements up to the individual laboratory. This can be considered hypothetical as it 

lacks concrete, detailed procedures or examples, relying instead on each laboratory's 

interpretation and methods 

Subclause 8.6 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Improvement," 

outlines requirements that might be considered hypothetical due to their 

generalized nature and lack of specific, practical implementation details. 

Here are the specific subclauses under 8.6 and their descriptions: 

 
Continual Improvement (8.6.1): This subclause emphasizes the necessity for the laboratory to 

continually improve the suitability, adequacy, and effectiveness of the management system. 

The requirement is abstract and does not provide practical, step-by-step methods for 

implementing continual improvement processes, thus leaving much to the laboratory's 

discretion on how to execute such improvements. 

Laboratory Patients, User and Personnel Feedback (8.6.2): This section requires the 

laboratory to monitor and use feedback from patients, laboratory users, and personnel as one 

of the basis for improving the management system. While it states the need for feedback 

mechanisms, it lacks detailed guidance on how to establish, manage, and respond to feedback 

effectively, making the implementation hypothetical and dependent on the laboratory's 

interpretation and methods. 

These subclauses provide a framework for what should be achieved regarding improvement 

and feedback utilization but leave the specifics on how to implement these requirements up to 

the individual laboratory. This can be considered hypothetical as it lacks concrete, detailed 

procedures or examples, relying instead on each laboratory's interpretation and methods. 

Subclause 8.7 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Nonconformities and 

corrective action," covers the requirements for handling nonconformities 

within the management system, which can seem hypothetical due to the 

general nature of the guidelines provided without specific implementation 

details. Here are the specific subclauses under 8.7 and their descriptions: 

 
Actions when nonconformity occurs (8.7.1): This section requires the laboratory to react to 

nonconformities and take action to control and correct them, as well as deal with the 

consequences. The guidelines are broad, focusing on the necessity to act but not specifying 

the exact methods or procedures for identifying, documenting, and managing 

nonconformities, which can vary widely depending on the laboratory's processes and specific 

nonconformities encountered. 

Corrective action effectiveness (8.7.2): This part calls for the evaluation of the effectiveness 

of the corrective actions taken. It emphasizes the need to ensure that corrective actions do not 

merely address the nonconformities temporarily but resolve them effectively. However, it 

lacks detailed guidance on how to measure or evaluate effectiveness, leaving laboratories to 

develop their own metrics and evaluation methods. 



226 
 

Records of nonconformities and corrective actions (8.7.3): Laboratories are required to 

maintain records of nonconformities and the actions taken to resolve them, including the 

results of any corrective actions. While this requirement is clear, the specifics of how these 

records should be maintained, organized, and reviewed for future reference are not detailed, 

leading to potential variability in how this is implemented. 

These subclauses of 8.7 provide a framework for handling nonconformities and corrective 

actions but lack detailed procedural instructions, thus leaving significant room for 

interpretation and customization by individual laboratories. This can be seen as hypothetical 

as it requires each laboratory to devise their own specific procedures that comply with the 

broad standards set by the ISO. 

Subclause 8.8 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Evaluations," 

includes various subclauses that are somewhat hypothetical due to their 

broad requirements without specifying detailed practical steps for 

implementation: 

 
General (8.8.1): This subclause sets an overarching requirement for evaluations without 

detailing the specific methodologies or criteria for conducting such evaluations. This can lead 

to various interpretations on how to perform evaluations effectively, depending on the 

laboratory's existing processes and resources. 

Quality Indicators (8.8.2): It requires the laboratory to identify and use quality indicators to 

monitor and improve the quality and efficiency of its processes. While this subclause defines 

what quality indicators are for, it does not provide a concrete method for selecting or 

measuring these indicators, leaving these decisions to the discretion of the laboratory. 

Internal Audits (8.8.3): This section mandates that the laboratory conducts internal audits to 

ensure the management system is effectively implemented and maintained. However, it does 

not provide detailed guidelines on how to conduct these audits, what specific areas should be 

covered, or the frequency of these audits, making the requirement open to interpretation.  

These subclauses of 8.8 provide frameworks for evaluations, quality indicators, and internal 

audits but lack specific procedural instructions, thus leaving considerable room for 

interpretation and customization by individual laboratories. This can be seen as hypothetical 

as it requires each laboratory to devise their own specific procedures that comply with the 

broad standards set by the ISO. 

Subclause 8.9 of the ISO 15189:2022 standard, titled "Management 

reviews," outlines requirements that might be considered somewhat 

hypothetical because they focus on broad actions and outcomes without 

detailed practical implementation steps. Here’s a breakdown of the sections 

under subclause 8.9: 

 
General (8.9.1): This section outlines the necessity for top management to periodically review 

the laboratory’s management system to ensure its continuing suitability, adequacy, and 

effectiveness. The requirement is broad and does not specify how these reviews should be 

conducted, what specific metrics should be evaluated, or how often these reviews should 

occur, leaving these decisions to the discretion of the laboratory’s management. 

Review Input (8.9.2): It requires that inputs to the management review include information 

on the performance of processes, changes in external and internal issues, and feedback from 
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relevant interested parties. While the requirement lists what should be reviewed, it lacks 

detail on how to gather, prioritize, and analyze these inputs, making the actual 

implementation open to interpretation. 

Review Output (8.9.3): This part specifies that outputs from the management review shall 

include decisions and actions related to improvements needed in the management system and 

its processes, resource needs, and any needs for changes to the management system. 

However, it does not provide guidance on how to effectively implement these decisions or 

monitor the outcomes of such actions. 

These sections describe what outcomes should be achieved from management reviews but do 

not detail the specific processes, tools, or methodologies to achieve these outcomes, leaving 

much to the discretion of the laboratory’s management. This can be seen as hypothetical as it 

outlines the intent without concrete, standardized procedures or examples. 
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CHAPTER-8 
 

 

Guidelines for Writing ISO 15189 Standards to Ensure Medical 

Laboratory Competence 

 
1. Clarity and Specificity in Language 

 Precise Terminology: Ensure all terms are clearly defined with concrete examples to 

avoid ambiguity. Terms like "sufficient," "competent," and "legally enforceable 

agreements" should be accompanied by specific criteria and scenarios. 

 Directive Modal Verbs: Standardize the use of modal verbs to ensure consistency. 

Replace "should" and "could" with "shall" where mandatory actions are required to 

eliminate ambiguity and ensure uniform implementation. 

 Avoid Ambiguity: Use clear, unambiguous language to define terms and requirements, 

avoiding vague terms like "adequate," "sufficient," and "appropriate." 

2. Comprehensive Frameworks and Protocols 

 Risk Management: Develop a robust framework for risk identification, assessment, 

and mitigation. Include detailed methodologies for different types of risks pertinent to 

laboratory operations. 

 Quality Management: Enhance the quality management system with detailed 

guidelines on resource allocation, role definitions, and succession planning. Include 

protocols for continuous improvement and regular audits. 

 Avoiding Repetition: Consolidate repetitive requirements into unified sections to 

streamline the standard and reduce administrative burden. For instance, combine all 

risk management requirements into a single, comprehensive section. 

3. Discipline-Specific Requirements 

 Tailored Guidelines: Create appendices or specific sections addressing the unique 

needs of different laboratory disciplines such as molecular biology, anatomic pathology, 

and microbiology. This includes specific calibration and verification protocols. 

 Examples and Case Studies: Provide discipline-specific examples and case studies to 

illustrate best practices and practical applications of the standards. 

4. Detailed Personnel Competency Requirements 

 Competency Criteria: Define clear, detailed criteria for education, qualifications, 

training, skills, and experience required for various roles within the laboratory.  

 Continuous Education and Training: Implement mandatory continuing education 

programs, regular competency assessments, and professional development workshops 

to ensure personnel stay up-to-date with the latest practices and technologies. 

5. Enhanced Facility and Equipment Standards 

 Environmental Control: Specify detailed environmental parameters (e.g., 

temperature, humidity) and monitoring techniques to maintain suitable laboratory 

conditions. 

 Equipment Management: Develop comprehensive guidelines for the selection, 

calibration, maintenance, and verification of equipment, tailored to the complexity and 

specificity of different tests. 

6. Patient-Centric Requirements 

 Patient Privacy and Comfort: Establish explicit requirements for facilities to ensure 

patient privacy and comfort during sample collection and other interactions. 
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 Handling Sensitive Materials: Provide protocols for the storage and handling of 

sensitive materials, including guidelines for segregation, emergency procedures, and 

ensuring sample integrity. 

7. Regular Audits and Compliance Checks 

 Audit Protocols: Recommend regular internal and external audits to ensure ongoing 

compliance with the standards. Include specific criteria for evaluating the effectiveness 

of implemented procedures. 

 Feedback Mechanisms: Implement structured feedback mechanisms to gather insights 

from laboratory professionals, allowing for continuous updates and improvements to 

the standards. 

8. Integration with Modern Technologies 

 Digital Data Security: Include guidelines on digital data protection, encryption, and 

cybersecurity to address the complexities of managing confidential information in the 

digital age. 

 Advanced Monitoring Systems: Encourage the use of advanced technologies such as 

electronic access controls, environmental monitoring systems, and automated 

calibration tools to enhance laboratory operations. 

9. Objective Clarity and Justification 

 Stated Objectives for Each Section: Begin each section with a clear objective that 

explains its purpose and relevance. This helps users understand the intent behind each 

requirement and reduces the risk of misapplication or neglect. 

 Justification for Requirements: Provide clear justification for each requirement to 

help users understand the necessity and intended outcomes, ensuring that the rationale 

behind each requirement is well communicated. 

10. Comprehensive Documentation and Record-Keeping 

 Detailed Documentation Standards: Establish comprehensive documentation 

requirements, including standardized templates and examples for key documents like 

conflict of interest logs, confidentiality agreements, and patient consent forms.  

 Robust Record Management: Implement strict controls for record amendments and 

establish clear retention guidelines, including environmental standards for long-term 

preservation to ensure consistency and reliability. 

11. Uniformity in Practice through Defined Procedures 

 Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs): Develop and mandate SOPs for all 

laboratory processes, including documentation, equipment maintenance, and quality 

control. Provide clear guidelines for process verification and validation to ensure 

uniformity across laboratories. 

 Measurable Competence Criteria: Define specific, measurable competence criteria 

for all personnel roles, including education, training, and experience. Regularly assess 

and document personnel competencies to ensure ongoing proficiency. 

12. Risk Management and Continuous Improvement 

 Systematic Risk Management: Implement a robust framework for risk identification, 

assessment, and mitigation. Ensure continuous improvement by regularly updating risk 

management plans based on new findings and technological advancements. 

 Regular Audits and Reviews: Mandate regular internal audits and management 

reviews to ensure the effectiveness of the quality management system and identify areas 

for improvement. 

13. Enhanced Quality Assurance and Impartiality 

 Explicit Impartiality Protocols: Develop clear protocols to ensure and measure 

impartiality in all processes. Include specific examples and criteria to eliminate 

ambiguity and prevent biases. 
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 Quality Safeguards: Establish protocols to prevent quality compromise due to external 

pressures or user influence, integrating these safeguards into all laboratory operations 

and management practices. 

14. Technological Integration and Data Security 

 Digital Documentation Guidelines: Provide comprehensive guidelines for managing 

electronic documents, including data protection measures, access controls, and 

encryption to safeguard patient information. 

 Automated Systems: Encourage the use of automated systems for documentation 

management to enhance accuracy, reduce human error, and improve efficiency in 

record-keeping. 

15. Patient-Centric Focus 

 Patient Safety and Comfort: Establish explicit requirements to ensure patient safety, 

privacy, and comfort during all laboratory interactions. Include clear guidelines for 

handling, storage, and transport of samples to maintain their integrity and reliability. 

 Special Considerations for Critical Results: Implement mandatory protocols for 

special counselling and communication of critical results to patients, ensuring they 

receive adequate support and information. 

16. Verification and Validation of Processes 

 Defined Verification Procedures: Specify detailed verification procedures for 

equipment, reagents, and information systems. Provide criteria and reference standards 

to ensure consistency in verification practices. 

 Measurement Uncertainty: Establish explicit guidelines for evaluating and 

incorporating measurement uncertainty into clinical decisions to ensure accuracy and 

reliability. 

17. Pre-Examination, Examination, and Post-Examination Processes 

 Unified Pre-Examination Processes: Consolidate requirements for pre-examination 

processes into a single section to ensure clarity in patient information, request forms, 

sample collection, and handling. 

 Consistent Examination Procedures: Merge examination process requirements to 

cover all aspects of verification, validation, and quality of examination results 

comprehensively. 

 Standardized Post-Examination Protocols: Combine post-examination requirements 

into a single section detailing consistent procedures for result review, storage, and 

reporting. 

18. Validated and Implementable Practices 

 Evidence-Based Practices: Ensure that all requirements are based on validated and 

implementable practices supported by evidence. Provide references to relevant research 

and standards to back up each requirement. 

 Practical Implementation: Provide practical guidelines and examples to demonstrate 

how each requirement can be effectively implemented in a real-world laboratory 

setting. 

1. Regulatory Guidance and Best Practices 

 Best Practices Orientation: Ensure the standard emphasizes best practices throughout 

all sections, providing clear examples and guidelines that regulatory bodies can use as 

a benchmark for quality and excellence in medical laboratory operations. 

 Regulatory Alignment: Align the standard with existing regulatory requirements and 

recommendations to facilitate its adoption and implementation by regulatory bodies as 

a model of good practice. 
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2. Quality over Resource Availability 

 Non-Compromising Quality Standards: Establish that quality requirements must not 

be compromised due to resource limitations. Emphasize that uniformity in quality 

standards is essential, regardless of the variability in resources among different 

laboratories. 

 Resource Optimization: Provide guidelines on how laboratories can optimize 

available resources without compromising on the quality of operations, ensuring that 

even resource-constrained environments can maintain high standards. 

3. User-Centric Design and Implementation 

 User-Friendly Language: Use straightforward, accessible language that laboratory 

professionals can easily understand and apply. The standard should be designed to 

motivate users by demonstrating the benefits of adherence to best practices. 

 Implementation Guidance: Offer practical implementation guidance, including step-

by-step procedures, case studies, and checklists that help users effectively apply the 

standard in their daily operations. 

 Stakeholder Confidence: Ensure that the standard builds confidence among 

stakeholders by clearly outlining the benefits of compliance and demonstrating how 

following the standard can enhance the quality and reliability of laboratory services.  

4. Conformity Assessment and Clear Requirements 

 Assessment Clarity: Specify the requirements and objective evidence needed for 

conformity assessment clearly. This will minimize discrepancies and differences of 

opinion between auditors and auditees. 

 Objective Evidence Criteria: Provide detailed criteria for what constitutes acceptable 

objective evidence for compliance, ensuring that assessments are fair, transparent, and 

consistent. 

 Conformity Assessment Guidelines: Include specific guidelines for conformity 

assessors on how to evaluate compliance with each requirement, helping to standardize 

assessment practices and reduce subjectivity. 

5. Feedback Mechanism and Continuous Improvement 

 User Feedback Integration: Incorporate a robust feedback mechanism that allows 

users to provide input on the standard’s effectiveness and areas for improvement. 

Clearly define the types of feedback that should be collected and how it will be 

addressed. 

 Continuous Improvement Loop: Establish a continuous improvement loop where 

user feedback is regularly reviewed and integrated into future revisions of the standard, 

ensuring that it remains relevant and effective. 

 User Confidence and Trust: Ensure that the standard fosters a sense of confidence and 

trust among users by showing that their feedback is valued and acted upon, and by 

demonstrating a commitment to ongoing improvement and excellence. 

 

 

By addressing these key areas, the revised ISO 15189:2022 standard would enhance the 

competence and quality of medical laboratory operations, ensuring consistent application and 

adherence to high standards across the industry. This approach will help laboratories worldwide 

maintain uniformity and reliability in their practices, thereby improving overall quality and 

patient safety. 
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