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ABSTRACT:

Introduction: Biomarkers have been essential to understanding Alzheimer’s disease (AD)
pathogenesi s, pathophysiology, progression, and treatment effects. However, each biomarker
measure is a representation of the biological target, the assay used to measure it, and the variance
of the assay. Thus, biomarker measures are difficult to compare without standardization, and the
units and magnitude of effect relative to the disease are difficult to appreciate, even for experts.
To facilitate quantitative comparisons of AD biomarkers in the context of biologic and treatment
effects, we propose a biomarker standardization approach between normal ranges and maximum
abnormal AD ranges, which we refer to as CentiMarker, similar to the Centiloid approach used
in PET.

Methods. We developed a standardization scale that creates percentile values ranging from O for
anormal population to 100 for the most abnormal measures across disease stages. We applied
this scale to CSF and plasma biomarkers in autosomal dominant AD, assessing the distribution
by estimated years from symptom onset, between biomarkers, and across cohorts. We then
validated this approach in alarge national sporadic AD cohort.

Results: We found the CentiMarker scale provided an easily interpretable metric of disease
abnormality. The biologic changes, range, and distribution of several AD fluid biomarkers
including amyloid-p, phospho-tau and other biomarkers, were comparable across disease stages
in both early onset autosomal dominant and sporadic late onset AD.

Discussion: The CentiMarker scale offers arobust and versatile framework for the standardized
biological comparison of AD biomarkers. Its broader adoption could facilitate biomarker
reporting, allowing for more informed cross-study comparisons and contributing to accelerated
therapeutic development.
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1 Introduction

The quantification and comparison of Alzheimer's disease (AD) biomarkersis crucial for
understanding disease progression and the effectiveness of interventions. However, the current
measures of fluid biomarker concentration, such as mass or moles per volume, are unique to each
analyte, assay, and study. This lack of standardization makes it challenging to compare results
across different studies, laboratories, and biomolecules. Therefore, standardization efforts are
crucial to alow for quantitative comparison of the AD biomarkers in the context of both biologic

and treatment effects.

Onekind of standardization is an absolute reference standard for the molar amount of analyte per
volume unit. Current practice and requirements by Health Authorities advise or require
standardization of assays based on the metrology approach with traceability back to the SI-unit
through certified reference materials (CRM) and reference measurement procedures for
diagnostic biomarkers for clinical use, as has been done for cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) amyloid-
beta 42 (AB42) by the International Federation of Clinical Chemistry (IFCC) Work Group.® The
final Ap42 CRMs have also been used for re-calibrating commercial immunoassays for CSF
AP42, including those that are FDA approved.® However, this approach is very laborious and

time-consuming.

Other standardization methods, such as z-score normalization, have been employed to facilitate
comparisons of biomarkers within or across studies.” Z-score normalization typically involves
utilizing a"control" group, such as abaseline or areference group, like young healthy controls,
to convert raw values or log-transformed values into z-scores. In this case, 1 unit changein z-
score represents 1 SD change in the original scale. In our study, we aim to introduce an

aternative, the concept of CentiMarkers, which is designed to transform fluid biomarker values
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onto ascale from 0to 100. CentiMarkers aim to provide a common metric that allows for
guantitative comparisons of AD biomarkers between normal and near maximum abnormal
ranges. Thiswould be helpful for comparing the same analyte and assay across different studies
and cohorts. Additionally, thiswould be helpful in comparing fluid biomarker values across
different assays measuring the same analytes. For instance, the measurement of amyloid-f3 42/40
using different antibodies, immunoassays, or mass spectrometry methods can be standardized,

enabling meaningful comparisons both within and across studies.

Recent evidence from interventional trials suggests that some AD biomarkers that reach normal
levels, such as achieving amyloid PET negativity, have predictive value for clinical benefit.**®
Additionally, other biomarkers such as p-tau217 may be associated with cognitive impai rment
and response to treatment.® However, comparing different disease cohorts, various forms of the
disease, and diverse populationsis often impractical dueto the lack of a standardized biologic
metric for fluid biomarker measurements. Having a common metric for these diverse analytes
enables the interpretation of their biologic effects in relation to disease progression or response to
interventions. Tracking disease progression or modification often involves monitoring multiple
biomarkers, such asamyloid, tau, and neurodegeneration markers. The different AD biomarkers
change sequentially over a 30-year disease span (20 years before symptom onset through 10
years after symptom onset) and may not be monotonic.*®** Having a common metric for these

diverse analytes enables the interpretation of their biologic effectsin relation to disease

progression or response to interventions.

The objectives of this study are the following: (i) to propose a mechanism for calculating
CentiMarkers and showcase its applicability in different study cohorts; and (ii) to illustrate the

usefulness of CentiMarkers values in facilitating the comparison of treatment effects across
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various fluid biomarkers for dominantly inherited AD (DIAD). This publication details the scope
of use, methodology, contrasts approach for other purposes, addresses potential limitations, and
explores alternative approaches. Future work will focus on how to generalize and apply the

CentiMarker approach for other studies and purposes.

2 Methods
2.1 Study Oversight

The DIAN-TU study was conducted following the principles outlined in the Declaration of
Helsinki and adhered to the guidelines set by the International Council for Harmonization and
Good Clinical Practice. Ethical approval from the respective ethics committees at each
participating site was obtained. Prior to participating in the study, all individuals provided

written informed consent.
2.2 Study Participants

DIAN-TU-001 is arandomized, placebo-controlled, multi-arm trial of gantenerumab or
solanezumab in participants with DIAD across asymptomatic and symptomatic disease stages
(NCT01760005). Mutation carriers were assigned 3:1 to either drug or placebo and received
treatment for 4—7 years. The information about these participants as well as the dosing schedule
has been published in previous studies.**® Briefly, the trial included 193 participants, consisting
of 144 mutation carriers (MCs) and 49 non-mutation carriers (NCs). The participantsin thetrial
were either cognitively normal (Clinical Dementia Rating® [CDR = 0]) or had early-stage
disease (CDR 0.5 or 1, indicating very mild or mild dementia) at the time of enrollment. The
DIAN-TU trial presents a unigque opportunity to utilize a subject set of young to middle-aged
healthy controls. These controls consist of family members of mutation carriers without
mutations (referred to as non-carriers or NCs). These NCs are young, healthy individuals without
AD-related disease pathologies.

ADNI isalongitudinal study conducted in the United States focusing on sporadic Alzheimer's

disease and individuals at risk who undergo neuroimaging and biomarker evaluations. The study
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data utilized for our analysis ranged from 2008 to 2022. We specifically selected a subset of
ADNI participants with derived estimated years from symptom onset (EY O), asreported in a
previous study.* Two fluid biomarkers, which are common to both the DIAN-TU-001 and

ADNI studies, were converted into CentiMarkers to facilitate illustration and comparison.

2.3 Statistical M ethods

The parameters for calculating CentiMarker values in each of the two cohorts (DIAN-TU and
ADNI) were established using their respective data. Subsequently, in the re-analysis of the
DIAN-TU-001 trial, we interpreted the treatment effect of gantenerumab based on the
CentiMarker unit, which provided a meaningful measure for assessing the efficacy across

different fluid biomarkers.
2.3.1 CentiMarker Calculation

In order to convert the raw biomarker valuesto CentiMarker values, we utilized a similar
methodology as the Centiloid conversion approach.™ For CentiMarker calculations, more
abnormal biomarker raw values indicate worse disease stages as defined by the direction of

disease vs. normal groups. In summary, the process involves the following steps:

1. ldentification of the CentiMarker-0 data set and determination of the CM-0 CentiMarker
anchor value based on the CentiMarker-0 cohort.

2. ldentification of the CentiMarker-100 data set and determination of the CM-100
CentiMarker anchor value based on the CentiMarker-100 cohort.

3. Calculation of the CentiMarkers.

| dentification of the CentiMarker -0 data set

To establish the CentiMarker-0 anchor (ucp—o), al the data from the asymptomatic mutation
non-carriers enrolled in the DIAN-TU-001 trial is utilized. Thefirst step involves calculating the
interquartile range (IQR) of the data. Then, any outliers that fall outside the range of (> Q3 +
1.5 x IQR) or (< Q1 — 1.5 x IQR) are excluded from the dataset.® Finally, the mean of the
remaining data points, was established as the CentiMarker-0 anchor for subsequent CentiMarker

calculations.

| dentification of the CentiM ar ker-100 data set
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To determine the CentiMarker-100 anchor (Ycum—100), datafrom al mutation carriers enrolled in
the DIAN-TU trial who did not receive active treatments were used. Thisincludes both the
baseline data from participants who were assigned to the active treatment as well as the baseline
and post-baseline data from those who were assigned to placebo.

The same approach applied in the identification of the CentiMarker-0 data set, is again employed
to identify and remove outliers from this dataset. The CentiMarker-100 anchor, denoted as
YMc—100, 1S established as the 95th percentile of the most abnormal value across the spectrum of
disease stages in the CentiMarker-100 dataset. With this approach, when the higher values
indicate more severe disease stage, the 95™ percentile of the most abnormal value corresponds to
the 95™ percentile of the highest values; when the lower values indicate more severe disease
stage, the 95™ percentile of the most abnormal value corresponds to the 5™ percentile of the
lowest values. The bootstrapping method was used to calculate the standard deviation of the 95"
percentile of the most abnormal value. When a biomarker demonstrates a monotonic disease
progression trajectory, higher CentiMarkers consi stently indicate a more severe disease stage,
irrespective of the direction of itsraw values. However, for biomarkers that do not exhibit a
monotonic decline (e.g., decreasing after reaching a certain disease stage), higher values of the
CentiMarker do not necessarily correspond to a more severe disease stage.

Calculation of CentiMarkers

The CentiMarker is calculated as:

CM = —XHeM0 100, (1)

YcM-100—"HCM-0

wherey isthe raw biomarker value, ucym_o 1S the CentiMarker-0 anchor, yeym—100 1Sthe
CentiMarker-100 anchor

2.3.2 Bené€fit of Using the Same CentiMarker-0 Anchor Cohort

Due to the two-anchor approach involved in CentiMarker conversion, namely the 0 and 100
value, maintaining consistency in the CentiMarker-0 subject set is crucial. This not only
facilitates the comparability of CentiMarker calculated using different CentiMarker-100 anchors,
but also makes them exchangeable. By keeping the CentiMarker-0 cohort constant, we can
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utilize the same CentiMarker-0 anchor (ucpm_o) When calculating CentiMarkers values regardless
how the ycp—100 1S determined. Assuming the CentiMarkersis calculated by two different
CentiMarker-100 anchors as following:

CM, = —FHeM0__ » 100,

YCM—-1004 “HCM-0

CM, = —XFeM0___ » 100,

YcM=-100, ~HCM-0

where yem—100, @nd yeum-—100,ar€ the two different CentiMarker-100 anchors. Rearranging these
two formulas, we have:

CM2 — YcM-1004 "HCM-0 x CMl. (2)

YcM-100, “HCM-0

Therefore, by using the same CentiMarker-0 cohort, the method to determine the ycy—100 1S
inherently exchangesble. In this study, we selected the 95" percentile of the most abnormal value
as the CentiMarker-100. CentiMarkers obtained through alternative methods, such as using the
90™ percentile of the most abnormal value or the mean of all mutation carriers, can be converted

into each other using formula (2).
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Figure 1: lllustration of CentiMarkers Approach. The rectangles indicate the CentiMarker 0 and
CentiMarker 100 for each biomarker

Figure 1 illustrates the disease progression trajectories utilizing the CentiMarker concept. In this
approach, each fluid biomarker is rescaled to arange of 0 to 100, enabling a straightforward,

intuitive, and direct comparison across different biomarkers.

Additionally, Table 1 provides the basaline demographics of all participantsincluded in this

study for each respective cohort.
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Table 1: Basdline demographics for each cohort.

DIAN-TU 001 mutation carriers ADNI
Active Active Active
gantenerumab solanezumab placebo C’c\)lrltggls Mﬁl_g;%up AB _glrgg P
N=52 N=50 N=40 B B B
Age (years) 46.0 £ 10.8 425+95 442 +£9.6 74.9 5.4 733+72 73.9+8.0
Female (n(%)) 21 (40) 29 (58) 22 (55) 37 (54) 130 (39) 67 (42)
Education (years) 148+3.1 149+29 155+31 16.2+ 2.6 159+28 157+ 27
CDR 0 (n (%)) 31 (60) 30 (60) 22 (55) 69 (100) 1(0.3) NA
CDR 0.5 (n (%)) 15 (29) 13 (26) 15 (38) NA 334 (100) 68 (43)
CDR 1 (n (%)) 6 (12) 7(14) 3(8) NA NA 91 (57)
(C(:)i))l)? >=2(n NA NA NA NA NA 1(0.6)
CDR-SB (n (%)) 1.33+2.08 1.37+ 201 1.43+1.87 0.07+0.17 | 1.62+0.89 | 452+ 164
29.09 + 27.58 + 23.14 +
MMSE 2710+ 3.45 26.72+4.11 26.68 + 3.97 104 176 509

3.1 Using the 95 Per centile of the Most Abnormal Value as the CentiMarker-100 Anchor

The two anchor values, CentiMarker 0 and CentiMarker 100, which were established using the
DIAN-TU-001 data for each biomarker, are provided in Table 2. These values were then utilized

in formula (1) to calculate the CentiMarkers for each biomarker accordingly.

Table 2: CentiMarker-0 and CentiM arker-100 values for each biomarker within the DIAN-TU-
001 population

Biomarker CentiMarker 0 values CentiMarker 100 values (95 Percentile of
(Mean £ SD (n)) of NMCs [the Most Abnormal Score £ SD (n)) of MCs

NTK CSF Tau (pg/mL) 135.20 + 30.87 (109) 399.90 = 7.68 (197)

NTK CSF p-Tau181 (pg/mL) 11.95 + 2.45 (93) 52.93 = 1.41 (194)

NTK CSF Neurofilament Light

Cheii Protsin (pgimL) 67.69 + 20.33 (113) 242,60 + 10.27 (203)

NTK CSFNeurogranin 842.82 + 223.63 (119) 2066.00 + 68.77 (205)

(pg/mL)

NTK CSFYKL-40 Protein 105.35 + 33.71 (117) 247.20 + 8.71 (205)

(ng/mL)

NTK CSF Glia Fibrillary

ncidic Protein (ng/mL) 5.14 + 1.88 (116) 13.75 + 0.80 (209)

Figure 2 illustrates the CentiM arkers for some of the fluid biomarkers published within the
DIAN-TU-001 trial.*® As anticipated, most CentiMarkers are observed to fall within the range of

0 to 100 and demonstrate an increasing trend as the disease progresses. Table 3 presents the
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means (SD) of CentiMarkers for both the CentiMarker-0 and CentiMarker-100 datasets. As
anticipated, the means for the CM-0 dataset are all zero. In contrast, the means for the
CentiMarker-100 dataset change as the disease advances from asymptomatic (CDR 0) to
symptomatic (CDR>0). Note that not all measures go up, and Some measures are not monotonic,
as they increase and then decrease as the disease advances (e.g., CSF tau).™" By utilizing
CentiMarkersin this way, the maximum and minimum abnormalities of the biomarker measures

can be expressed on a common and simple scale to enable easy interpretation.™*®

Table 3: Mean £ SD (N) of CentiMarkers for the CentiMarker-0 dataset and CentiMarker-100
dataset by CDR global for the DIAN-TU-001 cohort

CM-0 (NMCs),
CM-100 (MCs), mean+SD (N
Biomar ker mean+SD (N) MCs) (N)
CDR=0 CDR=0 [CDR=05| CDR=1 |CDR>=2
NTK CSF Tau (pg/mL) 0.00 + 11.66 (109) 2531+ 56.72 = 68.39+ | 4237

28.50 (119) | 34.53 (55) | 32.60 (18) | 49.43 (5)
2205+ | 5284 | 6882% | 2850+
26.73 (116) | 30.48 (54) | 33.99 (19) | 35.27 (5)
NTK CSF neurofilament light 1455+ | 5664t | 8265¢ | 7660%
chain (Log) 0.00:£23.18(118) | 57 81 (123) | 24.32 (63) | 28.26 (21) | 31.46 (5)
2477+ | 4523+ | 5211z | 1174+
35.08 (123) | 36.61 (59) | 32.45 (18) | 50.52 (5)

NTK CSF p-Tau181 (pg/mL) 0.00 + 5.98 (93)

NTK CSF Neurogranin (pg/mL) | 0.00 + 18.28 (119)

NTK CSF Y KL-40 Protein 1304+ | 3687t | 6050% | 50.86¢%
(ng/mL) 0.00:£23.77(117) | 31 57 (122) | 37.88 (60) | 38.72 (18) | 45.53 (5)
NTK CSF Glid Fibrilary Adidic| o o 0502 3280] 35042 | 37152 | 3832
Protein (ng/mL) (123) | 39.92(61) | 28.95 (20) | 5891 (5)
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Figure 2: Comparison of different CentiMarkers in the same study by stage of disease
comparing normal controls (green circles) to mutation carriers (color triangles). The mutation
carriers included only the baseline data from the treatment groups and all the data from the
placebo group in the DIAN-TU-001 trial. The x-axis represents the Estimated Years to Symptom
Onset (EY O) based on mutation information, with zero indicating the expected onset of
symptoms, covering arange of 25 years to represent disease progression.

3.2 Treatment Effect in CentiMarkers

Figure 3 illustrates the change from baseline to year 4 for both the gantenerumab and the placebo
groups as measured in both CentiMarker units and in raw values (as previously published™).
CentiMarkers facilitate the interpretation and comparison of the treatment effect compared to the
raw values. The change from baseline to year 4 in both the gantenerumab and the placebo groups
are comparablein CentiMarkers across all the biomarkers, which contrasts with those using raw

values.'® Supplemental Figure 1 illustrates the comparison, including GFAP. It is worth noting
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that GFAP exhibits larger variability in the gantenerumab group, making it less comparable to
other biomarkers. However, the change observed in the placebo group remains consi stent across

al biomarkers, including GFAP.

Gantenerumab CentiMarker Placebo CentiMarker Gantenerumab Raw Value Placebo Raw Value

CSF Tau = ——e— A Fy

CSF p-Tau181 & —c— A 'Y
CSF NfL a— f—e— 'y ('}

CSF Neurogranin |—4—| —e— A 0
CSF sTREM2 —— e W I

CSF YKL-40 —a— ———q P—] e
-20 0 20 -10 0 10 20 0 10 20 30 40 50 0 5 10 15 20 25

Change from Baseline on Year 4
Figure 3: Utilizing CentiMarkers facilitates the interpretation and comparison across biomarkers
by converting them to a similar scale, while using raw values is more difficult to compare as
units are different and not scaled to disease ranges. Estimated mean change from baseline in
CentiMarkers with 95% confidence intervals for the gantenerumab and placebo groups using
MMRM analyses in the DIAN-TU-001 trial. These results demonstrate the magnitude of disease
normalization compared to normal (CM 0) vs. fully abnormal (CM 100) states. Raw values are in
the unit of ng/mL

Supplemental Figure 2 illustrates the change from baseline over a 4-year treatment period. The
CentiMarkers clearly depict the distance of participants from the normal level at baseline and the
extent to which the treatment has brought them closer to the normal level after 4 years. For
instance, when considering CSF tau, the administration of gantenerumab resulted in a decrease
of 12 unitsin CentiMarker, reducing it from 46 to 34. However, it isimportant to note that even
at the end of the treatment, participants still remained 34 units above the normal CentiMarker

value.
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Figure 4 illustrates the comparison of disease progression for each biomarker across a time span
of 15 years preceding symptom onset to 10 years following symptom onset. This comparison
included three groups: mutation non-carriers (i.e. cognitively normal individuals), mutation
carriers treated with gantenerumab, and mutation carriers not receiving gantenerumab treatment.
CentiMarkers allow us to quickly identify biomarkers that exhibit a similar pattern of

progression and evolve at asmilar rate.
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Figure4: lllustration of treatment effects over EY O relative to mutation non-carriers (green
line). Participants treated with gantenerumab (blue line) showed slower progression than those
non-gantenerumab treated (purple line) across multiple biomarkers. The relative differences of
treatment effect indicate that although there were improvements in multiple biomarkers, the
measures did not reach normal CentiMarker levels for some measures.

3.3 CentiMarkersin ADNI

In the ADNI study, the calculation of CentiMarker O (normal cohort) incorporated datasets from
the clinical normal cohort. This cohort was defined as individuals with a CDR score of 0,

indicating no significant cognitive impairment. Additionally, participants in this cohort had a


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24311002
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24311002; this version posted July 27, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

diagnosis status of cognitive normal and fell within the age range of 50 to 89 years old. The
CentiMarker 100 cohort in the study consisted of individuals with cognitive impairment,
specifically those with a CDR score greater than 0. This cohort included individuals diagnosed
with mild/moderate cognitive impairment or AD and had an age range of 50 to 89 yearsold. The
CentiMarker 0 and CentiMarker 100 for CSF total tau are 240.03 £ (80.76) and 527.50 (8.44);
and 21.57 + (7.65) and 54.28 (1.03) for CSF p-taul81. Figure 6 illustrates the CentiMarkers of
the two shared fluid biomarkers collected in both the DIAN-TU and ADNI studies. Similar to the
findingsin the DIAN-TU studies, the CentiMarkers in the ADNI study mostly fall below 100

and tend to cluster within the range of 0 to 100.
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Figure5: lllustration of CentiMarkersin ADNI. EY O is calculated by using the individual's own
age of symptom onset as EY O of 0. These distributions replicate increasing CSF tau and p-
taul81 by stage of disease.

4 Discussion

AD researchers have developed biomarkers of AD pathogenesis, pathophysiology, progression,
and treatment effects that have become amongst the most advanced in both breadth and accuracy

of common diseases. However, because each biomarker measure is a representation of the
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biological target, the assay used to measure it, and the variance of the assay, these biomarker
measures are difficult to compare between biomarkers, across studies, and even within a
biomarker type (e.g., amyloid-p or phospho-tau concentrations). To facilitate quantitative
biological comparison of AD biomarkers in the context of biologic and treatment effects, in this
paper we propose an approach, which we refer to as CentiMarker, to re-scale biomarker levels
for standardization between normal ranges and maximum abnormal AD ranges similar to the
Centiloid approach used for amyloid PET. Other standardization efforts are focused on reference
standards to make raw values of the same biological measure comparable across labs (e.g., IFCC
standardization), or harmonizing one measure across assay run and labs per Good Laboratory
Practices (GLP). These standardization projects typically take years to complete, and some of the
biomarkers may be hard to standardize due to molecular heterogeneity of the analyte to be
standardized, which may result in non-commutable reference materials.™® In contrast, the goal of
the CentiMarker standardization isto have a biologically relevant scale that relates to the disease
stage from normal to abnormal to facilitate biologic interpretation. Thus, these multiple
standardization approaches are useful in different contexts: comparing the same measure across
labs, harmonizing across runs and labs, and comparing the magnitude of biological effects across

biomarker measures in an easy-to-understand scale.

AD is a complex neurodegenerative disease characterized by the accumulation of amyloid-beta
plagues and tau tangles in the brain with associated inflammation and neuronal injury. These
pathological changes are often accompanied by measurable brain atrophy and cognitive decline.
However, the relationship between the magnitude of change in biomarkers and the clinical
symptom of AD isnot linear, making it challenging to interpret the disease progression and the

effects of potential interventions.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24311002
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24311002; this version posted July 27, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Rationale for establishing CentiMar kers: We have developed a conceptual framework to
facilitate the interpretation of biomarker changesin AD studies. This approach, called
CentiMarkers, aims to mathematically transform biomarker measurements onto a standardized
scale, with O representing normal and 100 representing nearly (95%) maximally abnormal levels,
conceptionally similar but not identical to Centiloid scales used in PET imaging.” This

transformation addresses several challengesin AD biomarker research.

Firstly, it provides a more intuitive measure of the magnitude of biomarker change. Thisis
essential for both observational studies and clinical trials, facilitating comparisons between drugs
and their effects at different stages of the disease and the comparison of stage of disease across
cohorts. Secondly, this approach partly addresses the lack of comparability across biomarker
assays. While no standardization can provide cross-assay equivalence, it enables a reasonable
approximation for understanding overall trendsin biomarker dynamics. Importantly, this concept
was devel oped through extensive discussion and collaboration with experts across research
groups in biomarkers, imaging, clinical studies, and interventional trials. This manuscript
introduces the CentiMarker method, offering a conceptual framework and practical application
for itsuse in observational studies and interventional trials. The method is demonstrated using
large AD cohorts from the ADNI and DIAN-TU-001 studies, providing real-world examples. We
anticipate that this approach will enhance the communication of AD biomarker results, making
them more readily understood by the broader research community. Wide adoption of this
approach could lead to improved comparability between studies and potentially aiding in amore

unified understanding of AD pathophysiology as reflected by biomarkers.
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Defining normal and abnor mal ranges for nor malization: The CentiMarker O isthe mean
valuein anormal cohort, defined by each study. The CentiMarker approach uses the 95"
percentile most abnormal value (i.e., the value defining the most abnormal 5% of the affected
population) to define the CentiMarker 100, which is different from amyloid PET Centiloid,
which uses the mean of individuals with early symptomatic AD to define Centiloid 100 (50%
percentile). Unlike amyloid PET, which has a monotonic change until very late in the course of
AD, fluid biomarkers may reach their maximum earlier in the course of AD, and importantly
reach maximums at different stages of disease (see Figure 1). Therefore, CentiMarker 100 is
defined by the 95™ percentile because of the more complex trajectories of these biomarkers. By
establishing CentiMarker 100 as the upper abnormal value for biomarkers across the entire range
of disease stages and time, a maximum abnormal upper range is set, irrespective of when and
how the biomarker changes or whether it exhibits non-monotonic behavior. In cases where only
asmall cohort isavailable for deriving the CentiMarker 100 value or concerns exist regarding
non-representative outliers, an alternative approach can be implemented. Rather than relying on
the maximum upper range, the CentiMarker 100 value can be determined using either the 90"
percentile abnormal value within the available cohort or by referencing the CentiMarker 100

value reported in other studies utilizing the same assay.

To derived the CentiMarker scale,™ we recommend having a minimum of 30 data points for the
CM 0 group in order to obtain arelatively accurate estimation of the mean. Through extensive
bootstrapping estimation, our analysis suggests that having 30 to 50 data points for the CM 100
groups can yield arelatively stable value for the 95th most abnormal value. Notably, 50% to
70% of the bootstrapped 95th most abnormal values fall within 10% of the overall group's 95%

most abnormal value, varying depending on the biomarkers' variability.
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Another issue isthat as the disease advances, some research participants become too impaired to
continue in research studies. Some biomarkers (e.g., amyloid PET) may plateau, but other
biomarkers (e.g., brain atrophy) likely continue to progress even after participants are too
impaired to participate in studies, thus precluding defining the full disease course for CM 100.
Future work would need to address this for studies that extend beyond the defining CM 0 and

100 groups.

Use of CentiMarkers: CentiMarkers offer a solution for ensuring comparability across different
biomarker measures and units, aswell as accounting for disease effects. By transforming
biomarker measurements onto a common scale ranging from normal to maximally abnormal,
CentiMarkers provide a standardized framework for accurate comparison and assessment. This
allows for a more intuitive understanding of the magnitude of biomarker changes and their
relationship with the clinical symptoms of AD. For instance, a CentiMarker value of 50 would
indicate that a biomarker is halfway between the normal and maximum abnormal ranges,
providing a clear and straightforward interpretation of the biomarker status. Moreover,
CentiMarkers can be used to compare the effects of different interventions on AD biomarkers.
Thisis particularly important in the context of clinical trials, where multiple biomarkers are often
assessed simultaneously. For instance, let's consider a scenario where a CentiMarker originally
measured 50 and after treatment, it decreased to O. In this case, the biological measure
abnormality has been effectively corrected. On the other hand, if the CentiMarker decreased
from 100 to 50, despite a similar magnitude of change, the measure has not been biologically
corrected. By providing acommon metric for al biomarkers, CentiMarkers allow usto

differentiate between treatments that fully normalize the biological measure and those that only
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produce partial improvement, and also facilitate direct comparisons of the effects of different

biological effects.

Future Resear ch and Application: The application of CentiMarkersis not limited to AD
research. The concept can be generalized to other neurodegenerative diseases, such as
Parkinson’ s disease and Huntington’ s disease, and even to other fields of medicine, such as
cardiovascular disease, cancer, and infectious diseases. This broad applicability makes
CentiMarkers a potentially powerful tool for effective communication of biomedical research

results.

Challenges and Limitations. However, the implementation of CentiMarkers also hasiits
challenges. It requires a well-characterized disease cohort and a normal control to define
CentiMarkers. Each assay must be tested on these cohorts, which can be resource intensive.
Furthermore, different ways to choose maximum and minimum abnormality may lead to
different scales, limiting comparisons. Other harmonization techniques, like the use of z-scores,
have been employed to facilitate direct comparisons across fluid biomarkers. However, itis
important to note that the z-score approach does not incorporate disease normality into its scale.
Additionally, a one-unit change in z-score corresponds to a one standard deviation (SD) change
in the original raw values. Therefore, the comparability of z-scores relies on measurement
variability, which may be influenced by factors such as assay precision and biological
variation. Other efforts utilize certified reference standards to make individual assays or analytes
comparable across studies, but this only works within an analyte, not across analytes, and again

does not provide relative disease information.
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Future research directions include testing the approach in more studies, cohorts, and individual
biomarkers to validate and refine the method.” Additionally, collaboration among various
research groups will be crucial in establishing bridging cohorts similar to the Centiloid's
approach.”® This collaborative effort aims to facilitate the conversion of CentiMarker
measurements across various cohorts and assays, thereby enhancing comparability across
different fluid biomarkers. An important future goal and challenge will be to ensure researcher
understanding, uptake, and utilization of CentiMarkersin their studies. The coordination and
harmoni zation of specific approaches are necessary to enable the comparability of findings. With
these combined efforts, CentiMarkers have the potential to revolutionize our understanding of

AD and other diseases, expediting the development of effective treatments.
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