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Latest cord blood samples quality assurance test results
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CRYOLIFE are committed to delivering only the highest quality of service and we take great pride in our state-of-the-art facility, what we do and our loyalty to our customers. This is why
CRYOLIFE undergoes a comprehensive quality check twice a year.

Most conventional cord blood banks only conduct Recovery of Viability Tests. However, CRYOLIFE'’s quality control is more advanced and to an international standard. Aside from basic tests,
CRYOLIFE has been conducting the Colony Forming Unit (CFU) Test since 2008 to investigate the ability of proliferation and differentiation of hematopoietic stem cells. AABB, the industry’s
leading authority, believe this CFU test is crucial before distribution to ensure the quality and stability of the sample.

In recent tests carried out in April 2014, six samples were thawed to evaluate the preservation of viability. One sample was chosen to be tested against previous results, in which we found that
the recovery of viability in CRYOLIFE’s samples is over 90%. Such testing has proven there is no evidence to suggest that long-term storage has an effect on cord blood cell viability. A result

that is extremely satisfying and encouraging to both CRYOLIFE and our clients.
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N L NCTT I oo e E T TR T L2 R s @ | TR EERRTERY
Year of Preservation <l CFU Year of il , Preservation Period il
: : Recovery of 4 , Date of Evaluation Recovery of
Processing Period (Y/M) Viability (x 10%/mL) Processing (Y/M) Viability
2000 138 92.6% 2004 2732012 81 96.1%
2006 75 99.7% 24/2/2014 1002 96.8%
2007 6/8 92.8% 0.28-5.37
2010 311 92.2%
2013 1N 93.7%




