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Abstract  

Albuminuria is used for chronic kidney disease (CKD) screening, diagnosis, staging, and 

monitoring. A change in albuminuria has been proposed as a surrogate outcome for CKD 

progression. High glucose concentration interferes with Jaffe serum creatinine assays but 

the extent to which glycosuria biases measurement of urinary albumin-to-creatinine ratio 

(uACR) is uncertain. Any interference would have implications as the use of sodium-glucose 

co-transporter-2 (SGLT-2) inhibitors increases. We performed laboratory-based interference 

studies on urine samples from 333 adults with CKD stages 3-4. Samples were separated 

into four aliquots: a reference aliquot and three aliquots spiked with increasing 

concentrations of glucose solution representing the range expected in patients taking SGLT-

2 inhibitors (28, 111 and 333 mmol/L). uACR was assayed using Jaffe and enzymatic 

methods. Median (Q1-Q3) uACR in reference samples was 63 (17-150) mg/mmol. Glucose 

spiking did not interfere with uACR estimation using enzymatic creatinine assays. For the 

Jaffe assay, the presence of 28 mmol/L of glucose resulted in a -1.5% mean bias in uACR 

(95% confidence interval -1.9 to -1.1%) which increased to a -2.5% bias (-3.2 to -1.9%) at a 

concentration of 333 mmol/L. Overestimation of urinary creatinine concentration increased 

substantially with decreasing creatinine concentration (i.e. dilute urine). In this cohort, 

interference of the Jaffe assay by glucose spiking resulted in 2-5% of uACR samples having 

a ≥10% spurious reduction in uACR (on its original scale). Given the increasing use of 

SGLT-2 inhibitors, we suggest uACR measured using Jaffe creatinine assays should be 

avoided.  
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Introduction 

Urinary albumin-to-creatinine ratio (uACR) measured on spot samples provides a convenient 

method to screen for, diagnose, stage and monitor chronic kidney disease (CKD),1,2 and 

change in albuminuria is proposed as a surrogate outcome for CKD progression in clinical 

trials.3,4 Sodium-glucose co-transporter-2 (SGLT-2) inhibitors increase urinary glucose 

excretion to 50-80g/day under normoglycaemic and modest hyperglycaemic conditions, and 

>100g/day in people with diabetes and hyperfiltration.5 This can equate to urinary glucose 

concentrations as high as 500mmol/L. SGLT-2 inhibitors are increasingly used due to 

important beneficial effects on risk of cardiovascular disease and CKD progression.6-12  

High serum glucose is known to interfere with the Jaffe reaction used to measure serum 

creatinine,13 with bias exceeding 10% with glucose concentrations >20 mmol/L in some 

assays.14 This problem can be circumvented by use of enzymatic creatinine assays,15 but 

such assays are more expensive and use is low even in high-income countries (only about 

one-half of the UK’s reference laboratories use enzymatic methods).16 Like serum, urinary 

glucose may interfere with urinary creatinine measurement, and the potentially high levels of 

glycosuria resulting from use of SGLT-2 inhibitors could have important clinical 

implications.17-21 However, any bias of uACR measurements when using different assays is 

unknown. We aimed to address this uncertainty using laboratory interference studies and 

urine samples from patients with CKD spiked with a range of glucose concentrations 

intended to represent the range expected in patients taking SGLT-2 inhibitors. 
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Methods 

Early morning urine samples collected and stored as part of the UK Heart and Renal 

Protection (HARP)-III trial (previously reported)22 were used for laboratory interference 

experiments. UK HARP-III randomized 414 participants ≥18 years with CKD stages 3/4 to 

irbesartan or sacubitril/valsartan. Urine samples have been stored at -80oC, a temperature 

reported to maintain stability of uACR measurement, prior to analysis.23,24 370 participants’ 

samples with a urine volume of at least 1mL were available for this study. 

Laboratory methods 

Each urine sample was thawed, mixed by inversion, and samples separated into four 245µl 

aliquots. One aliquot had 70µl of deionised water added (reference sample), the remaining 

aliquots were spiked with 70µl of either 125, 500 or 1500 mmol/L glucose solution (produced 

by diluting Merck product: G8769 in deionised water). This provided a final glucose 

concentration of 28, 111 and 333 mmol/L, respectively (the range expected in patients on 

SGLT-2 inhibitors or with poorly controlled diabetes).25 

Urine albumin was measured by immunoturbimetric method, urine creatinine was measured 

using both Jaffe and enzymatic methods traceable to IDMS calibration standards, and 

urinary glucose was measured using enzymatic method, on a Beckman Coulter DxC700AU 

Clinical Chemistry Analyser (Beckman Coulter, Inc., Brea CA) using the manufacturer’s 

reagents and protocols. The NDPH Wolfson is a UKAS accredited testing laboratory No 

2799 and these assays were on their ISO/IEC 17025 Schedule of Accreditation at the time of 

this study. The repeatability coefficient of variation, determined using at least two 

concentration levels of each measurement, was <1.5% for all methods. 

Statistical analyses 

Analyses used Bland Altman plots comparing the mean and difference of albumin, creatinine 

and uACR measurements. Reference and spiked samples were obtained for each level of 

glucose spiking.26 For assessments of bias, albumin and uACR measurements were log-

transformed prior to plotting. Where the slope between the mean and difference of the 

samples was significantly different from zero (i.e. the bias between reference and spiked 

samples was not constant), a regression line was fitted. The difference in log uACR before 

and after the addition of glucose was also plotted against mean creatinine, both overall and 

by subgroups of uACR at randomization. For samples with uACR below the measureable 

range, the lower limit of quantification was imputed. Analyses were performed using SAS 

version 9.4 and R version 4.1.2. 
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Results 

From the 370 participants’ urine samples, 37 (10%) samples with endogenous glycosuria 

≥5.6 mmol/L were excluded leaving 333 participants’ samples for analyses. Median (IQR) 

uACR was 63 (17-150) mg/mmol and 30 (9%) had normoalbuminuria, 72 (22%) 

microalbuminuria and 231 (69%) macroalbuminuria (Table 1). Median (IQR) urinary glucose 

concentration before spiking with glucose was 0.33 (0.33-0.57) mmol/L. 

Interference studies assessed using log uACR 

There was no evidence that spiking with glucose had any effect on urinary albumin 

measurements at 28 or 111 mmol/L glucose concentration, but a 0.5% bias emerged at 333 

mmol/l (Supplemental Figure S1). There was no bias for enzymatic creatinine 

measurements (Figure 1A). Consequently, overall there was only a small bias in log uACR 

measurement when an enzymatic method was used and when urine glucose concentration 

was 333 mmol/L (Figure 2A).  

For the Jaffe creatinine method, the presence of glucose caused a bias which resulted in 

substantial overestimation of urinary creatinine at the lowest creatinine concentrations and a 

small underestimate at high urinary creatinine concentrations (Figure 1B). This bias was not 

importantly different across the range of levels of uACR (Figure S2). The net bias resulting 

from glucose interference was, on average, to underestimate uACR across the range of 

albumiuria studied. Figure 1B’s Bland-Altman plots show an increasingly steep regression 

line slope, indicating increasing bias with higher glucose concentrations. In this cohort, the 

presence of 28 mmol/L of glucose in the urine resulted in a -1.5% mean bias in uACR (95% 

confidence interval -1.9% to -1.1%) which increased to -2.5% (-3.2% to -1.9%) at a glucose 

concentration of 333 mmol/L (Figure 2B). Bias was largest at low creatinine concentrations 

(i.e. in dilute urine, Figure 3). 

Illustrations of the impact of glucose interference on uACR (original scale) 

Table 2 shows by how much uACR would be underestimated by a Jaffe assay in the 

presence of urinary glucose. In this particular cohort, interference from the highest level of 

glucose concentration led to 5.1% (17/333) and 1.8% of samples (6/333) having uACR 

underestimates of ≥10% and ≥20%, respectively. Table 3 provides absolute and percentage 

change in uACR for different hypothetical scenarios. Among the 4% (14/333) of participants 

with a urine creatinine <2.5 mmol/L, the presence of 28 mmol/L of urinary glucose caused a 

bias of -5.2% to -7.0% (depending on level of uACR). This bias increased to -10.1% to -

13.0% at a concentration of 333 mmol/L. In comparison biases were all <1.0% for those with 

urinary creatinine of ≥5 mmol/L.   
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Discussion 

Jaffe assays are commonly used to measure creatinine and, the presence of glycosuria in 

the range expected to result from use of SGLT-2 inhibitors causes a biased underestimate of 

uACR when such an assay is used. This bias increases progressively with higher urinary 

glucose concentrations, and particularly affects dilute urine samples (urinary creatinine <2.5 

mmol/L). Any underestimation of uACR by glucose interference creates a positive bias for 

any observed reduction in uACR in serial uACR measurements. In patients with CKD stage 

3-4 in this study, high urinary glucose concentration resulted in a ~10% underestimate of 

uACR among those with dilute urine. In contrast, enzymatic methods were almost 

unaffected. 

Such a level of bias is arguably unacceptable if it alters decisions made by clinicians 

unaware of the interference. An overestimate of the reduction in albuminuria observed after 

starting an SGLT-2 inhibitor could, for example, result in a decision not to start other proven 

renal disease-modifying treatments, or make a patient ineligible for a treatment reserved for 

people with a certain level of albuminuria.27 

This bias also has implications for analyses from historical and, design of future clinical trials. 

A 30% reduction in geometric mean uACR has been suggested as a meaningful and valid 

surrogate of treatments for progressive CKD.28 Although urinary glucose alone does not 

interfere with Jaffe assays sufficiently to result in this level of change, it could result in 

overestimated or misleading claims of beneficial effects on uACR. We were only able to 

identify type of urine assay used in one of eleven large placebo-controlled SGLT-2 inhibitor 

trials and none of four intensive versus standard glycaemic control trials (Supplementary 

Table 1).29  

Given the increasing use of SGLT-2 inhibitors in clinical practice, we suggest uACR 

measured using Jaffe creatinine assays should be avoided. Alternatively alongside the 

results, assay type should be reported especially where resource limitations preclude the 

use of enzymatic methods. Enzymatic creatinine methods should be used in trials assessing 

effects of interventions on albuminuria when such interventions could modify glycosuria. 
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Table 1: Baseline characteristics 
Variable n=333 
Age  
Mean (SD) 62 (14) 
<50y 63 (19%) 
≥50y-<70y 158 (47%) 
≥70y 112 (34%) 
Sex  
Male 245 (74%) 
Female 88 (26%) 
Ethnicity  
White 303 (91%) 
South Asian 14 (4%) 
Black 7 (2%) 
Other 9 (3%) 
Prior diabetes 107 (32%) 
CKD-EPI estimated glomerular filtration rate at randomisation 
(mL/min/1.73m²) 

 

Mean (SD) 35.4 (10.8) 
<30 126 (38%) 
≥30 to <45 140 (42%) 
≥45 66 (20%) 
Not available 1 
Urine albumin-to-creatinine ratio at randomisation (mg/mmol)  
Geometric mean (approx SE) 43 (4) 
Median (IQR) 63 (17-150) 
<3 30 (9%) 
≥3 to <30 72 (22%) 
≥30 231 (69%) 
Urine creatinine at randomisation (mmol/L)  
Geometric mean (approx SE) 6.06 (0.16) 
Median (IQR) 6.18 (4.20-8.34) 
<2.5 14 (4%) 
≥2.5 to <5 105 (32%) 
≥5 214 (64%) 
Glucose concentration before spiking (mmol/L)  
Median (IQR) 0.33 (0.33-0.57) 
Values are n (%), mean (SD), geometric mean (˜SE), or median (IQR).  
CKD-EPI indicates Chronic Kidney Disease Epidemiology Collaboration; IQR, interquartile range. 
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Table 2: Percentage of samples with reduction in uACR due to glucose spiking 

Assay 

Glucose 
concentration 

(mmol/L) 

n (%) of samples with reduction in 
uACR due to glucose spiking alone 
≥10% ≥20% ≥30% 

Enzymatic 28 0 0 0 
 111 0 0 0 
 333 0 0 0 
Jaffe 28 7 (2%) 0 0 
 111 12 (4%) 4 (1%) 0 
 333 17 (5%) 6 (2%) 0 
uACR=urinary albumin-to-creatinine ratio, which is presented on its original scale. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3: Absolute and percent change in uACR due to glucose interference of urine 
Jaffe assays by hypothetical levels of uACR 

 

Glucose 
concentration 

(mmol/L) 

Level of 
uACR 

(mg/mmol) 

Urine creatinine concentration 

<2.5 mmol/L ≥2.5 to <5 mmol/L ≥5 mmol/L 

    
Absolute 
change 

(mg/mmol) 
% 

Absolute 
change 

(mg/mmol) 
% 

Absolute 
change 

(mg/mmol) 
% 

28 3 -0.21 -7.0% -0.01 -0.3% -0.02 -0.7% 
28 30 -1.55 -5.2% -0.48 -1.6% 0.04 0.1% 
28 300 -17.39 -5.8% -6.29 -2.1% -0.99 -0.3% 

111 3 -0.28 -9.3% -0.05 -1.7% 0.02 0.7% 
111 30 -2.86 -9.5% -0.84 -2.8% 0.06 0.2% 
111 300 -31.22 -10.4% -9.61 -3.2% -0.24 -0.1% 
333 3 -0.32 -10.7% -0.03 -1.0% 0.01 0.3% 
333 30 -3.04 -10.1% -0.92 -3.1% 0.23 0.8% 
333 300 -39.11 -13.0% -11.61 -3.9% 2.71 0.9% 

uACR=urinary albumin-to-creatinine ratio, which is presented on its original scale.  
Percentage change in uACR is calculated as eb-1, where b is the mean absolute bias in log uACR for 
the stated glucose concentration and absolute change in uACR is calculated by this proportional 
change to the hypothetical level of uACR. Mean creatinine concentration in the <2.5,  ≥2.5 to <5 
mmol/L, and ≥5 mmol/L groups were 1.8, 3.7 and 7.4 mmol/L respectively. 
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Figure 1: Bland-Altman plots for creatinine, by glucose concentration

Mean difference and 95% CIs are shown by dashed and solid grey lines. If slope is significantly different from 0, bias is instead shown by a regression line in blue.
95% limits of agreement are shown as solid black lines.
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Figure 2: Bland-Altman plots for uACR, by glucose concentration

Mean bias and 95% CIs are shown by dashed and solid grey lines. 95% limits of agreement are shown as solid black lines.
For log transformed variables, mean bias values have been back-transformed onto the original scale to give a percentage difference.
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Figure 3: Association between mean creatinine and the difference in uACR before and after
adding glucose, by assay method and glucose level
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