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ABSTRACT
OBJECTIVES

To allow primary clinicians to detect decline in glomerular filtration rate above 60
milliliters per minute, signaling early kidney impairment before stage-three chronic
kidney disease.

RESULTS

Four patient cases show how serum creatinine referenced to an individual’'s
historical maximum can suggest increased risk, triggering investigation to separate
benign processes that alter serum creatinine from true decline in glomerular filtration
rate of pre-chronic kidney disease.

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

At glomerular filtration rates above 60 milliliters per minute, serial creatinine is more
reliable than estimating equations and appears practical for clinical monitoring and early
intervention.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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METHODS

We re-examined a standard reference that found low tubular secretion of creatinine
at glomerular filtration rates above 80 milliliters per minute and suggested “observation
of subtle changes in serum creatinine levels”. We used statistics to explain why that
method extends to the 80 to 60 milliliters per minute range: expanding the y-axis (to
reflect accuracy of modern creatinine assays), fitting a hyperbolic curve, and showing
reasonable continuity down to 60 milliliters per minute. We summarized why equations
estimating glomerular filtration rate are unsuitable above 60 milliliters per minute.

ABBREVIATIONS

ASC = adult serum creatinine, CKD = chronic kidney disease, CrCI = creatinine
clearance, eGFR = estimated GFR, GFR = glomerular filtration rate, IDMS = isotope-
dilution mass spectrometry, KDIGO = Kidney Disease Improving Global Outcomes, m?
= square meters, mGFR = measured GFR, mg/dL = milligrams per deciliter, mL/min =
milliliter per minute, ymol/L = micromoles per liter, NSAID = nonsteroidal anti-
inflammatory drugs, P30 = percentage of estimates within £30%, sCr = serum
creatinine, sCr-max = maximum sCr to date, sCysC = serum cystatin C, TScr = tubular
secretion of creatinine.

1. INTRODUCTION

Early intervention slows chronic kidney disease (CKD) progression [1,2,3]. However,
90% of adults with CKD remain undiagnosed [4,5] because, without other biomarkers
(e.g., proteinuria), the 2012 guidelines of the Kidney Disease Improving Global
Outcomes (KDIGO) indicate CKD when glomerular filtration rate (GFR) is halved
(functional loss equivalent to one kidney when GFR falls to 60 mL/min) and recommend
nephrology evaluation when reduced by three-quarters.

In 2012, the US Preventive Services Task Force found insufficient evidence to
recommend screening for early CKD [6], but is reconsidering [7].

We highlight a method to detect GFR decline in the range above 60 mL/min,
complementing the traditional mid- to late-stage diagnosis of CKD specified in the
American Society of Nephrology initiative for “early” intervention (i.e., before kidney
failure), aligning with goals of the Healthy People 2030 project [8].

Early GFR decline occurs well within the serum creatinine (sCr) reference interval
(‘normal range’ or population variation), which is much broader than any person’s usual
within-individual variation. At GFRs above 60 mL/min, finding a within-individual change
of sCr over a defined period can reveal early decline in GFR—pre-CKD’. Pre-CKD is
like pre-diabetes [9] and pre-hypertension [10], but because serum glucose and blood
pressure have smaller between-individual variations, those conditions do not require
within-individual comparison. Referencing within-individual changes of sCr detected far
more episodes of acute kidney injury [11].

Gretz suggested tracking pediatric CKD with “progression charts” of direct markers
(e.g., sCr) versus time [12]. Adult serum creatinine (ASC) charted against time has
signaled acute kidney injury or late-stage CKD [13].

Primary care opportunity

Primary clinicians already manage CKD with GFRs down to 30 mL/min, which

exceeds the availability of nephrology specialists [14]. Tracking sCr [15,16] above 60
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mL/min in ASC charts may allow identification of a higher risk group (enriched by the
90% with undiagnosed CKD [17,18]) under a new diagnosis: ‘pre-CKD’.

2. RESULTS
2.1 Diagnosing pre-CKD

To facilitate examining the patient cases, we first define ‘pre-CKD’, ‘sCr-max’ (within-
individual maximum sCr referent), and ‘sCr-RCV’ (‘reference change value’ or minimum
meaningful change in sCr). (See Methods for our detailed mathematical-statistical
justification of creatinine reliability above 60 mL/min.)

Pre-CKD

We broke KDIGO guidelines [19] for GFRs of 120 to 60 mL/min into three
subgroups, Fig 1: (1) stable ‘normal’ function (not shown), (2) CKD stages G1 and G2
with other identifying abnormalities (e.g., proteinuria), and (3) pre-CKD identified by
rising sCr-mayx, the latter including reversible impairment (i.e., not CKD) and early CKD
without a non-sCr biomarker for early diagnosis.

Primary care management of pre-CKD
Approximate adult serum creatinine (ASC) thresholds for chronic kidney disease stages
GFR Decline from Approx. Approx. Signs of injury
mL/min GFR of 120 sCr mg/dL sCr uMol/L Yes | No Management
120 0% 0.8 TO = m e o e e e e = = -
CKD G1* li
90 25% 0.92 80 Pre-CKD Counscling and
CKD G2* patient engagement
60 50% 1.2 110 ===q=====——m e e —mm—— e
45 63% 1.7 150 CKD Gla Primary care
0 . e by
CKD G3b v
30 75% 2.3 200 ===q====mmm— = e ————— -
15 88% 4.5 400 CKD G4 Refer to Nephrol
() o CICr to NEpnrolo,
CKD G5 phroTosy
* = Requires signs of kidney injury (e.g., proteinuria, urinary red cell casts). ABBREVIATIONS: approx = approximate, CKD = chronic kidney
disease, GFR = glomerular filtration rate, mg/dL = milligrams per deciliter, mL/min = milliliters per minute, ptMol/L = micromoles per liter,
sCr = serum creatinine. CONVERSION FACTOR FOR UNITS: serum creatinine in mg/dL to pmol/L, multiply by 88.4.

Fig 1. Staging early kidney impairment. Diagnosis of early CKD (stages G1 and G2) depends on sCr and another
sign of kidney injury (e.g., proteinuria). Before diagnostic certainty of CKD, rising maximum sCr (sCr-max) on an
adult serum creatinine (ASC) chart identifies pre-CKD patients at higher risk for CKD.

Maximum creatinine—sCr-max

Charting sCr levels over time creates a cluster of datapoints that defines an
individual's “normal range”. The upper limit of that range is the sCr maximum (sCr-max).
The span of the sCr cluster along the y-axis reflects combined dietary and medicine
effects, analytic variability (within and between laboratories), and biologic variability
(individual factors). Its position (offset) above age (or years from the first known sCr) on
the x-axis reflects combined individual characteristics (e.g., muscularity, diet), medicine
effects, and biases of the assays. Before a new level exceeding the sCr-max becomes
the new sCr-max, investigation may determine the likelihood it represents a decline in
GFR versus a reversible process. Because increments push the upper limit higher until
sCr-max is stable (for a time), the accuracy and precision of assays and the between-
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and within-laboratory variability are less critical—sCr-max rises a little higher to
encompasses the variability in that patient. A subsequent increase in sCr-max more
likely represents a bona fide new process, possibly decline in GFR.

Prospective collection of sCr values from age 18 will reveal the complete pattern of a
patient’s kidney health. Due to limited data retention, retrospective data collection often
lacks the baseline sCr-max, but change in sCr-max still reflects subsequent relative
change in GFR capacity.

Reference change value—RCV

The sCr-max reference change value (sCr-max-RCV) represents the minimum
clinically meaningful sCr change. Physical activity affects the sCr coefficient of variation:
sCr-RCVs are 13.3% in healthy sedentary individuals and 26.8% if physically active
[20]. Results from several laboratories may need a between-laboratory RCV (BL-RCV)
[21], but because the sCr-max equals the peak of all previously included sCr values, a
new level exceeding that by the sCr-RCV exceeds all prior values by at least that
amount. Therefore, sCr-max-RCV is the relevant (e.g., sedentary or active) RCV for
creatinine (sCr-RCV).

Patients often use several laboratories, so obtaining all previous results for one
graph can be a logistical challenge. Furthermore, although enzymatic methods and
standardization with isotope-dilution mass spectrometry (IDMS) strengthen
recommendations to monitor for small changes in sCr [22], comparability of results
measured by different labs remains suboptimal. Defining a stable reference point (sCr-
max) and meaningful percentage change (sCr-RCV) makes ASC charting a useful tool
to diagnose pre-CKD.

2.2 ASC charts

To chart ASC over time, we set upper margin and horizontal CKD-stage boundary
lines at
200 pmol/L—approximate limit at CKD G3b to G4 and referral to nephrology,
150 pmol/L—approximate limit at CKD 3a to 3b, residual function of one-half kidney,
110 pmol/L—approximate limit at pre-CKD to CKD G3, residual function of one kidney,
70 pmol/L—Jhee et al limit for maximum sensitivity and specificity of future CKD [23].

Different markers indicate results from various laboratories. A solid black line
represents stable or rising sCr-max (i.e., an approximation of minimum GFR capacity
demonstrated to that date). All sCr levels below the sCr-max line represent relative
improvement in GFR (e.g., from fluid hydration, volume expansion, medicine changes).

In the lower right, for comparison, any estimated GFR (eGFR) reported
simultaneously with sCr is represented by a blue ‘x’. The horizontal blue line marks the
60 mL/min limit between CKD stages G2 and G3, and a blue ‘+’ on that line indicates a
nonspecific eGFR result (i.e., “>60 mL/min” or equivalent).

2.3 Selection of cases

Over two years (August 2019 to November 2021), in a referral-based, neurology
(i.e., non-nephrology) specialty practice, 11 patients without diagnosed kidney disease
had sCr 21.0, prompting retrospective collection of sCr results, Fig 2 (See supporting
file S1_dataset). All had primary care providers and Medicare or private insurance. The
median availability of retrospective data was 11.6 years (mean 12.8, range 4.4 to0 22.0
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years). To calculate relative change in sCr (used to order the list), we assigned the
higher of the first two historical sCr values as the baseline sCr-max. Patients referred
back to their PCP after completion of neurologic evaluation or declining ongoing care
during the pandemic were ‘lost to follow up’, and neither they nor their laboratories were
contacted thereafter for this retrospective data re-analysis.

Patients with serum creatinine 2 1.0, without diagnosed kidney disease, over 2 years in a non-nephrology specialty practice

Serum creatinine (me/dL, umol/L)

Pertinent kidney-related history, and sCr Yearsof Longest| - sCr-maxof2  Highest % above | Urine protein Nephrology consultation
" — . Lowest Highest Last " " impression
'Race’ BMI_HTN DM Other diagnoses Medicines trigger sCrdata gap (yrs)! earliest values baseline sCr-max
1.02 0.68 1.16 116 07 11.1 mg/dL Counseled to avoid
11 | White 325 Yes No ROt (A %0 6 8 60 103 103 62 66% (24hr collection) @ Pre-CKD | \saiDs and dehydration.
10 | AANH/PI 386 Yes No Chlorothalidone, losartan [ 121 50 | 057 12 0ss 075 61% u;;z;:i:i:n) n/a Pre-CKD P“f‘;h;”;;ﬁ::; i"“"
107 21 s0 107 8 | 66 e
o | wie 24 ve B T T T a S . o
e 4 Yes No losartan, aspirin 97 o n 124 97 88 0% (urinalysis) W re
1.87 i 119 28 12 | 21 99 mg (Patient declined referral
Whit 255 Y N 43 | 1 Pre-CKD
8 e 165 13 | 105 248 106 | 186 33% (24hr collection) during COVID pandemic.) ©
See ASC Chart: Patient 7
Counseled to avoid
albumin "CKD 3a--could be genetic NSAIDs and dehydration.
7 Black 284 Yes Y NSAIDs 127 g 26 10 146 143 11 339% <12mg/L @ m,sl,,‘ CKD 3a oy hmlo" -
12 © s 129 16 | 97 ° (random urine) & P
| following.
| i
See ASC Chart: Patient 6
i Counseled to avoid
Discoid lupus, first-degree Hydrochlorothiazide, H 98 mg
Bl 4.1 L " -CKD INSAID: h
6 ko341 Yes S iative with kidney failore  losartan, aspirin, NsaiDs | 24 95 gy | 10 14 136 b 27% (24hr collection) docs NOT have CKD' Pre-cK SAIDs and dehycration.
124 | 88 124 120 | o7 Lost to follow up.

of starting NSAIDs probably"

Bilateral multiple kidney 141 | 108 154 154 15 o 215mg ‘CKD 3a--Autosomal dominant
ic pain Furos 9

Black 2! NSAID: 1 I " D

2 S8 Yes Yo cysts, chronic p: emide, aspirin, NSAIDs | 55 31| Teg 136 136 133 2.7% (28 collection) | POIVEYStic kidney disease’ cKD3a
and HTN nephropathy

1 White 312 Yes N n/a

N | White 263 Yes No ouprofen

ABBREVIATIONS: AA-NH/PI =

Islander, ASC = adult s = ndex, CHF = ¢ car ¢, CKD = chronic kidney disease, DM = pre-diabet
failure, mg/dL = milligrams per de micromoles pet applicable, Neg ¢, NSAID = o o = status post, sCr = serum m se

Fig 2. Patients with serum creatinine >1.0 and no kidney diagnosis in a non-nephrology specialty practice.
Highlighted (orange) cells indicate results that prompted referral to nephrology and impressions of the various
nephrologists. Dashed lines represent boundaries of serum creatinine reference change value (sCr-RCV) for “change
relative to sCr-max”: 13.3% (lower) in healthy sedentary individuals and 26.8% (upper) if physically active patients.
Patient N, in green, was selected for comparison with stable medical issues and kidney function over many years.

Seven patients were White, three Black, and one Asian American-Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander. The median age was 73 for White and 65 for Black patients.
Hypertension was present in 10 of the 11 patients (absent in one White patient).
Diabetes or pre-diabetes was noted in three Black patients and none of the others.

In four White patients (mean age 72.3), sCr did not prompt nephrology referral.
Patient 1 had peak sCr 1.0 mg/dL and relatively unchanged. Patients 4, 5, and 11 fit
the definition of pre-CKD with highest sCr ranging from 1.16 to 1.2 mg/dL and relative
change from 19% to 66%.

Six patients had sCr 21.4 mg/dL: three White (mean age 75.3) and three Black
(mean age 66.7). Of the three White patients, two were referred to nephrology: Patient
3 had gout dependent on NSAIDs (sCr range: 1.14-1.68 mg/dL), and Patient 8 had
sarcoidosis but declined nephrology evaluation (sCr range: 1.19-2.8 mg/dL). The third,
Patient 9, was octogenarian, with “fairly stable sCr” that regressed (sCr range: 0.8-1.4
mg/dL).

All three Black patients had sCr 21.4 mg/dL and were referred for nephrology
evaluation. Patient 2 was diagnosed with “polycystic kidney disease” (sCr range: 1.08-
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1.54 mg/dL, relative change 2.7%—lacking an earlier baseline sCr, urine protein 215
mg/24hr, renal cysts by computed tomography). Patient 7 was back-referred as “does
NOT have CKD” (sCr range: 1.0-1.4 mg/dL, urine protein 98 mg/24hr, relative change
27%). Patient 6 was diagnosed as “could be genetic (Alport’s)” (sCr range: 1.0-1.46
mg/dL, relative change 33%).

2.4 Longitudinal creatinine

To show practical aspects of ASC charting, we created charts for three of the 11
patients with sCr 21.0 and, for comparison, another with stable sCr <1.0.
2.4.1 Stable for decades

Patient N was White, on no relevant medicines, with normal-range sCr-max for 23
years, Fig 3, showing ASC charts can provide more information than isolated sCr
concentrations.

Adult serum creatinine chart

190 | | | 215
180 Horizontal lines - Approximate limits between
200 pmol/L - CKD stage G3b and G4, referral to nephrology
170 150 pmol/L - CKD stage 3a and 3b (one-half kidney) 1.92
110 umol/L - Pre-CKD and CKD stage 3a (one kidney)
160 70 umol/L - Increased risk of CKD stage G3 (two kidneys)
=
=O 1501 Various markers indicate different laboratories (no consistency between patients). [~ — | — — T 1.70 %‘
= 140 If reported, the corresponding eGFR result is shown in blue as (x) for calculated >
=3 values or as (+) for ">60 mL/min" (using left scale in mL/min). £
o 130 147 &
C
£ 120 2
£ £
8110 — — - — 4 - — - — —|- - - - -1 - - - —- - - -4
—
S 100 5
E 90 1.02 E
S 2
o 80 g
7E————— —————————————— _‘.5-:-0.79
60 .
<o o o *
50 0.57
40
36 0.34
0 5 10 15 20

Years from first serum creatinine

Fig 3. Adult serum creatinine (ASC) chart, stable for two decades. Patient N, for “normal”, was on no relevant
medicines. This ASC chart shows a six-year gap in sCr testing but stable maximum sCr (sCr-max) over 23 years.

Note: In ASC charts, sCr levels below the line of sCr-max (see text) represent improved glomerular filtration
(e.g., after fluid hydration, volume expansion), varying within a range that may reflect renovascular adaptive
capacity. The sCr-max line smooths the limit of apparent minSimum glomerular filtration capacity. Different
markers represent results from various standardized laboratories. Dashed horizontal lines represent sCr limits at 70
pumol/L for increased risk of CKD, at 110 pmol/L residual function of one kidney and boundary between pre-CKD
and CKD stage G3 , and at 150 umol/L for residual function of one-half kidney and KDIGO cutoff between CKD
stages 3a and 3b. The top margin, at 200 pumol/L, approaches KDIGO CKD stage G4 and recommendation for
referral to nephrology. When shown, a blue arrow indicates the sCr result that prompted search for all prior sCr
levels. In the lower right, a blue ‘x’ represents the eGFR reported with the sCr at that age, the horizontal blue line is
the 60 mL/min eGFR boundary between CKD stages 2 and 3, and a blue ‘+’ above that line indicates a reported
eGFR of “>60 mL/min” or its equivalent.
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2.4.2 High-risk, stepwise progression

Patient 6 was Black, ‘muscular’ (stable diet and activity for over 15 years), with
hypertension, discoid lupus [24,25,26], type-2 diabetes (hemoglobin A1c 7.9%), and a
first-degree relative with kidney failure. Relevant medicines included low-dose aspirin,
losartan, and as-needed NSAIDs [27]. Serum creatinine of 1.4 mg/dL prompted
nephrology consultation, and back-referral concluded, “muscular build.... elevated
serum creatinine level — normal renal function.... does NOT have CKD”.

ASC chart, Fig 4, lacked youthful baseline sCr-max but showed discontinuities at
years 7 and 13 totaling 27.8% rise, exceeding the ‘physically active’ sCr-RCV. Urine
albumin-creatinine ratio of 16.67 ug/mg Cr and 24-hour urine protein-creatinine ratio of
98 mg/g Cr appeared normal, but high urine creatinine (1,905 mg/24 hours) can mask
non-nephrotic proteinuria [28], suggesting possible KDIGO CKD stage A2 [29,30]. The
pre-CKD pattern prompted counseling and referral to endocrinology to optimize
diabetes care.

Adult serum creatinine chart

1901 [Blue arrow indicates value on first presentation that 2.15
1801 [triggered retrospective search for creatinine results.
170 1.92
B 160
?ED 150 1.70 §
S 140 2
g 130 147
c
£ 120 £
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© 100, (3]
E o0 102 €
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(2] ><>§3 X n
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60 + + XX X
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Years from first serum creatinine

Fig 4. High pre-test probability, stepwise progression. Patient 6 had hypertension, discoid lupus, type-2 diabetes
mellitus, microproteinuria, and a first-degree relative with kidney failure. Relevant medicines included low-dose
aspirin, losartan, and frequent NSAIDs. Adult serum creatinine (ASC) chart showed a six-year gap in sCr testing
and a stepwise progression in sCr-max, suggesting two periods of injury at years 7 and 13. See Fig 3 for a
description of chart axes, reference lines, and construction.

2.4.3 Familial and environmental

Patient 7 was Black, with a history of hypertension, congestive heart failure, pre-
diabetes, microscopic hematuria, and a first-degree relative with kidney failure. Relevant
medicines included NSAIDs. Nephrology consultation suspected genetic nephropathy
(Alport syndrome).
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ASC chart, Fig 5, lacked youthful baseline sCr-max but showed progressive rise in
sCr, possibly worsened by NSAID use.

Aduit serum creatinine chart
1901 |Blue arrow indicates value on first presentation that 2.15
1801 |triggered retrospective search for creatinine results.
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Fig 5. Familial and environmental factors. Patient 7 had hypertension, congestive heart failure (CHF),
microscopic 2+ hematuria, pre-diabetes, and a first-degree relative with kidney failure. Relevant medicines included
NSAIDs. Adult serum creatinine (ASC) chart showed a three-year gap in sCr testing and progressive increase in
sCr-max. See Fig 3 for a description of chart axes, reference lines, and construction.

2.4.4 Thiazide holiday

Patient 10 was Asian American-Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, with hypertension.
Relevant medicines included thiazide diuretics, losartan, and frequent NSAIDs. The
inciting sCr level (blue arrow) raised concern for combined functional loss equivalent to
one kidney. The 24-hour creatinine clearance (CrCl) was 84 mL/min, with no significant
proteinuria.

ASC chart, Fig 6, lacked youthful baseline sCr-max but showed progressive rise in
sCr-max over 11 years (solid line). Lower sCr during two intervals, when thiazide
diuretic was stopped (clear area: stopped for hyponatremia, resumed for ankle edema)
or reduced (arrow), suggested pre-CKD with thiazide bias and potential for clarification
by trial off thiazides before consultation with nephrology.
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Adult serum creatinine chart
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Fig 6. Chlorthalidone holiday. Patient 10 had hypertension. Relevant medicines included thiazide diuretics,
losartan, and frequent NSAIDs. Adult serum creatinine (ASC) chart showed a four-year gap in sCr testing and a
progressive increase of maximum sCr (sCr-max) over eleven years. Gray zones represent treatment with a thiazide
diuretic. The five-month clear zone represents sCr without thiazide bias—off due to hyponatremia, then resumed for
ankle swelling. See Fig 3 for a description of chart axes, reference lines, and construction.

3. DISCUSSION
3.1 Early diagnosis

Detecting early kidney disease remains challenging, but the patient cases suggest
earlier diagnosis may be possible with longitudinal sCr, selective nephrology
consultation to confirm nascent kidney disease, and appropriate back-referral for
ongoing pre-CKD management.

A crucial, unanswered question is whether the specificity (i.e., positive predictive
value) of the suspicion of early kidney disease based on sCr-max, sCr-RCV, and serial
sCr will be reasonable enough for use in a real-world clinical context—whether earlier
diagnosis of kidney disease is possible without too much background noise (e.g.,
functional impairment from intercurrent iliness, and drug effects, such as NSAIDs,
thiazides, and even nephroprotective treatment using ACEI/ARB and SGLT2-| classes
of drugs that induce a dip in eGFR). Some presentations may prompt evaluation with
urinary proteomics and other novel biomarkers [31,32] or lead to co-management with
nephrology in a multidisciplinary team approach suggested for later stages of CKD
[33,34].

However, even without diagnostic certainty, tracking longitudinal sCr-max may
identify a subset at higher risk. Generic preventive measures [35] and caution when
prescribing nephrotoxic drugs [36,37,38,39,40] are simple enough to be universal but
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could be targeted to selected pre-CKD patients and potential kidney donors [41,42].
ASC charts may inspire patients to monitor kidney health, as many now do for blood
pressure.

A notable finding in the ASC charts is that each showed a period of three- to six-
years with no sCr measurements, precluding early detection of declining GFR. CKD
prevention might benefit from one or two annual sCr measurements, especially with
increasing NSAID use after age 40.

The counterintuitive goal of monitoring longitudinal sCr is to reduce its positive
predictive value by reducing CKD through early detection and patient awareness—even
when sCr changes prove benign.

3.2 Why sCr works in pre-CKD

Diagnosing pre-CKD with sCr works for several reasons:

3.2.1 Screening test

A “normal-range” screening test for pre-CKD need not be perfectly sensitive or
specific to identify a patient for counseling.

3.2.2 Optimal clinical use

The fundamental purpose of a lab test is to provide optimal clinical use whether or
not it agrees with a highly variable physiologic parameter. For pre-CKD, sCr is a
convenient, stable, and almost ideal endogenous filtration marker. Within-individual
change gives superior decision-making for pre-CKD (versus simply looking at the
measured GFR or a newly modified eGFR) and eliminates the need to tolerate an
enormous (£30%) “error”. Of the two reported physiologic limitations to monitoring GFR
with creatinine [43], sCr is only affected by tubular secretion of creatinine (TScr), which
is acceptably low at pre-CKD GFRs (see Methods for detailed justification).

3.2.3 Low Index of Individuality

Despite larger between-individual (population) variation, sCr has low analytical
variation (especially enzymatic assays) and low within-individual variation [44,45],
hence a low Index of Individuality, which favors comparison to an individual's baseline
sCr rather than a population reference range [46,47]. This should also be true for
laboratory values derived from sCr, including eGFR. Creatinine’s low Index of
Individuality undermines one goal of eGFR equations—to offer universal population
reference intervals, a goal that remains elusive despite their decades of incremental
adjustments.

The problem with population reference intervals is less noticeable after entering
CKD stage G3 because the effects diminish as GFR falls with advancing CKD—smaller
shifts still have consequences but mainly occur under the expert care of nephrologists.
However, where early CKD overlaps normal, false-negative results have major
consequences—the difference between being cautious or being unaware of possible
kidney disease.

False-positive results also have consequences. A decision analysis by den Hartog et
al concluded that the benefit of eGFR over sCr was reversed with even minimal
reduction in quality of life from incorrect diagnosis of CKD [48]. This was due to
markedly more false-positive diagnoses of CKD with eGFR than with sCr alone.
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3.2.4 Makes ‘race’ irrelevant

Finally, within-individual sCr reference makes ‘race’ irrelevant, mitigating one source
of disparities in kidney care [49]. Despite higher risk of kidney failure, Black Americans
received less early kidney care due to incorrect assertions of their “greater muscle
mass” [50,51].

‘Racial’ difference is also typically ascribed to genetics [52,53]. However, prenatal
and early life exposures (and deprivations) can injure kidneys [54,55]. One-third of living
kidney donors aged 18 to 29 showed early “senile nephrosclerosis” (which was not
present in 10% of elderly patients) [56]. Undetected early injury may explain ‘racial’
differences touted in studies of “normal” GFR [57].

Black people have higher rates of dehydration [58], which increases risk of AKI [59]
and CKD [60], and which may reflect limited access to toileting that forces fluid
restriction [61,62,63,64,65]. Black patients are more often prescribed thiazide diuretics
that complicate CKD diagnosis [66]. Black patients subjected to tight blood pressure
control had no benefit [67] but twice the risk of acute kidney injury [68], which increases
risk of CKD.

Within-individual sCr reference also minimizes effects of age, sex, and (if their
stability can be confirmed) individual traits (e.g., BMI, ingesting meat [69,70], fasting,
hydration, activity), which along with medicines and acute iliness, need to be monitored
clinically for accurate serial creatinine usage. In comparison, serum cystatin C (sCysC)
is affected by age, inflammation, corticosteroid use, diabetes, weight, height, smoking
status, concentration of C-reactive protein, and cystatin C gene variants [71,72].

3.3 eGFR drawbacks above 60 mL/min

Comparing CrCl to the measured GFRs (mGFRs) shows why sCr is potentially
useful.

Because mGFR has population variation as wide as sCr, with much greater
physiologic variability compared to the relatively stable sCr and sCysC [44,73], eGFR
equations have wide error margins that overlap the normal range. The eGFR equations
(Modification of Diet in Renal Disease, CKD Epidemiology Collaboration, others) cannot
eliminate this overlap. Consequently, eGFR has poor predictive value at GFRs above
60 mL/min (often misinterpreted as “absence of kidney disease”).

The eGFR results vary with the inverse of sCr. Above 60 mL/min, eGFR
amplification of small errors in sCr contributes to wide “P30” error margins—percentage
of estimates within £30% of the reference value. An eGFR of 60 could represent an
MGFR between 42 and 78 mL/min, with 15% of eGFRs falling outside even that broad
range.

Porrini et al examined eGFR equations from the 1950s to the present and identified
the mismatch between the equations and analytes, noting that regardless of the analyte
(sCr, sCysC, or Beta Trace Protein), the equations misclassify the stage of CKD in 30 to
60 percent of patients [74], especially in the pre-CKD range. Misclassification was
shown for potential kidney donors [75]. Even the recently proposed ‘race’-free eGFR
equations misclassify 29 to 33 percent of patients [76,77].

Farrance et al showed that uncertainty in eGFR equations is mathematically
unavoidable [78], and neither a switch to sCysC nor a panel of tests [79] is likely to
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remedy them. As Kallner noted, “the larger uncertainty associated with the eGFR will
emphasize the sensitivity of S-Creatinine in relation to eGFR” [80].

Although within-individual referencing of eGFRs could suggest early decline in GFR,
the accumulated inaccuracies and false hope that eGFR represents true GFR make it
especially misleading for pre-CKD regardless of whether a baseline is available.
Compared to sCr alone, in the pre-CKD range, there appears no need to introduce the
mathematical errors and uncertainties of converting sCr to eGFR. Direct, within-
individual comparison of sCr “measurands” (the results of direct analytical
measurement) is mathematically cleaner, and preferable for pre-CKD, than
manipulating calculated eGFR “quantity values” that accumulate uncertainties of the
equations and their inputs [78].

True GFR

True GFR is a dynamic variable, constantly changing with variation in physiologic
factors like blood pressure, sympathetic autonomic activity, and volume status (e.g.,
volume expansion from intravenous infusion or contraction from “dehydration”). And
because compensatory mechanisms blunt the decline in GFR by increasing pressure,
perfusion, and filtration in remaining nephrons, even ‘true’ GFR is not strictly
proportional to perhaps the ultimate measure of CKD: the loss of functional nephrons,
which cationic ferritin-enhanced MRI (CFE-MRI) might eventually reveal [81,82].

Serum creatinine is produced, excreted, sequestered, and metabolized [83]. The
latter two processes are significant at higher levels of sCr, but at steady state, these
creatinine processes are balanced. As GFR approaches zero, filtered clearance of
creatinine and TScr are critically limited by low urine flow, and the differences may
reflect increasing analytical errors in CrCl, even greater analytical error in inulin
clearance (because declining GFR can markedly lengthen collection times for the
exogenous filtration markers [84]), and increased error in measuring urine volumes at
low GFRs.

We limited our observations to the pre-CKD range of GFRs to avoid the marked
increase in TScr (the difference between mGFR and CrCl) reported at lower GFRs by
Shemesh et al [85] and Bauer et al [86], who used similar methods in measuring these
clearances simultaneously. However, although Zhang et al also found CrCl always
larger than '?°|-iothalamate GFR on simultaneous measurement [87], they found
differences within the range of measurement error on asynchronous measurement [88],
suggesting that intravenous infusions for mGFR perturb steady-state parameters
measured for CrCl.

Gold standard vs reference standard

Because GFR cannot be measured instantaneously or directly, it has no true, 100%
sensitive, 100% specific “gold standard” (GS). Lack of a GS precludes having an
imperfect GFR reference standard with known diagnostic accuracy. We acknowledge
the belief that inulin clearance is a GS, but we do not agree for this reason: like CrCl, all
the mGFRs are simply clearances of a filtration marker, with the exogenous mGFRs
subject to significant additional complexities [43,84,89]. The common assertion that
injecting inulin or another filtration marker for mGFR is the GS overlooks unverifiable
assumptions and other challenges in their various methods [90], which cannot be
validated and have physiologic, within-individual variation, some potentially altering
GFR (e.g., by expanding volume). The exogenous mGFRs are mutually inconsistent
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[91,92,93,94]. And “...where the reference standard... has a misclassification error”
[95], that must be accounted for.

Plotting a true gold standard on the Bland and Altman x-axis makes sense [96], but
many studies plot mMGFR on the x-axis [73] and wrongly attribute all error to CrCl
[97,85]. This practice misleads because error must be divided between them [98]. Bland
and Altman plots of two “field-methods” properly put their difference on the y-axis
against their mean on the x-axis because both are sources of error [99,100].

Bland and Altman plots demonstrate challenges in properly interpreting numeric
information that has limits on the values it can assume. Cross-sectional data are not
equipped to represent this dynamic system. We noted influences of urine volume, sCr,
and value of the denominator. Even today, collecting data on a time-specific dynamic
system like this is challenging. This shows how limited methods could result in
systematic problems with interpreting lab tests, but more research is needed to
understand these relationships in more detail.

Unfortunately, inulin is no longer available in the US, and legacy studies of inulin and
similar biomarkers may have misused ‘race’ [101]. Novel filtration markers and
advanced diagnostics have profit-potential that studies of creatinine do not, so
government funding is essential for the latter.

Validity and reliability

A fundamental assumption in all empirical pursuits is that the measurements are
valid indicators of the traits they operationalize. Validity, by definition, is context-
dependent, so more important than identifying an unobtainable GS, the focus should be
on the context in which obtainable measurements are valid indicators of GFR in CKD
patients.

Another important consideration is reliability, which represents the extent to which
two measurements will provide the same values to the same traits—the precision of
measurements made. Reliability is a necessary (but not sufficient) criterion for validity,
so the claim that sCr is less precise than other mGFRs could be a justifiable cause for
concern.

For this reason, we emphasize the importance of examining sCr over time. Even if
other measures of MGFR were to have better reliability, and thereby better concurrent
validity as an estimate of GFR at the point of measurement, it is not cross-sectional
validity that is important for identifying CKD. CKD by definition is longitudinal, so a
limitation of reliability at one point in time would be less concerning than proper
interpretation of a pattern within the same individual.

Furthermore, given the availability of sCr relative to other mGFRs, sCr is a more
practical indicator of CKD condition so long as the interpretation is informed by any
identified limitations in reliability. While some argue that one measure of sCr may not be
as precise as another mGFR and could occasionally provide erroneously high values, a
valid inference can still be drawn from a pattern of increasing sCr values within the
same individual over time. As our cases demonstrate, this pattern may already be
evident in historical sCr results and accessible in personal devices for acute care.

Limiting our observations to pre-CKD, the range above 60 mL/min, creatinine
appears at least comparable to inulin and, in many respects, superior to other mGFRs,
Fig 7.
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Comparative advantages/disadvantages of clearance of filtration markers at GFRs above 60 mL/min
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Fig 7. Comparative advantages/disadvantages of filtration markers at GFRs above 60 mL/min. Over the pre-
CKD range, above 60 mL/min, creatinine compares favorably to the classic exogenous filtration markers.

With fractional TScr at most 16% over the pre-CKD range, screening with creatinine
appears closer to an imperfect reference standard with known diagnostic accuracy. This
suggests that the “validation technique” may be most appropriate to assess the
predictive value of longitudinal changes in sCr [102]. It also suggests that interpretive
parameters will be clarified by experience gained over time, especially given the long
latencies to endpoints of interest. The process of validation studies may appeal to the
needs of primary care clinicians:

With validation studies, we can determine the extent to which the results of the test fit within our
understanding of the target condition, the likely causes, its clinical course, and the results of

treatment [103].

Finally, in addition to clinical validity, Kassirer advocated weighing clinical utility—
expense, risks, invasiveness, availability, and practicality for clinical use [104]. At GFRs
above 60 mL/min, all favor creatinine.

Creatinine at or above 1.0 mg/dL limited investigations for pre-CKD in a non-
nephrology specialty practice. Further research may show a level that optimizes clinical

predictive value.

4. CONCLUSION

At glomerular filtration rates above 60 milliliters per minute, where tubular secretion
of creatinine is low, direct measurement of serum creatinine is an approach to detecting
early kidney impairment, where currently there is none. By tracking within-individual
comparisons of longitudinal serum creatinine and evaluating pre-chronic kidney disease
(to identify and exclude benign causes like diet, medicine effect, change in muscle
mass), primary clinicians may achieve early diagnosis of chronic kidney disease to
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reveal early risk factors, including social determinants of health. Incidental creatinine 1.0
mg/dL or higher triggered limited investigations for pre-CKD in a non-nephrology
specialty practice, and further research may define an action level that optimizes clinical
predictive value. Self-tracking on adult serum creatinine charts might encourage
patients to avoid kidney risks.

5. METHODS

5.1 Ethics statement

‘Race’ in research

We do not present ‘race’ as an input to clinical decisions, a means of stratifying care,
nor to hypothesize genetic difference without data [53].
Human subjects

The data presented in patient cases were obtained for non-research purposes in a
direct-treatment relationship that was not considered human subject research, and
Lifespan Human Reseach Protection Program waived ethical approval for this work.
Privacy

We completely de-identified the cases, as required by Privacy Act regulations
[105,106]. De-identified patient data is not considered protected health information nor
governed by the Privacy Rule, and its use is authorized without patient consent and
without review or waiver by a research ethics board [107,108].

5.2 A standard reference

Pre-CKD creatinine

In an impressive study, Shemesh et al noted limitations of creatinine as a filtration
marker and insensitivity of the sCr population reference interval, now commonly referred
to as the “creatinine-blind range” [85]. Our reliance on Shemesh et al followed close
correlation of their observations and conclusions to three GFR segments: above 80, 80
to 40, and below 40 mL/min.

5.2.1 Modeling Shemesh et al

Shemesh et al focused on the middle range, 80 to 40 mL/min [85], but the
dichotomized segments are parts of a continuous physiologic process that can be
modeled as a hyperbolic function, with each segment’s slope equally hyperbolic.

Regression analysis supported our reliance on Shemesh et al [85], justifying the use
of sCr over the entire pre-CKD range (GFRs above 60 mL/min). We digitized the mGFR
versus sCr data in their third figure, using Graph Grabber v2.0.2 for Windows 10
(Quintessa, Henley-on-Thames, United Kingdom), shown as solid circles, left y-axis
scale, Fig 8 (see supporting file S2_dataset). For intuitive insights, we started with a
visual fit of the approximate relationship of sCr to mGFR by overlaying a simple
hyperbolic curve (dashed line: y = m/x + k, with m = 40, k = 0.5). We defined a one-
sided confidence box to minimize distortion of the fitted curve by datapoints at the
extreme low end, excluding values to the left of where TScr visually began its marked
increase (as the slope reached minus one). We derived a best-fit curve modeling the
pre-CKD range (above 60 mL/min) through iterative minimizing of the sum of the
squared residuals (squaring the difference between each original data point and the
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corresponding output of the best-fit equation), adjusting the ‘slope = minus one’
confidence box, and repeating, eventually excluding seven extreme datapoints (the
inverse amplified even small experimental or digitization errors), fitting data across the
80 mL/min dichotomization and converging down to a 6.2 mL/min cutoff, for a best-fit
curve of m = 39.2, k = 0.60.

primary source’s 171 patients with glomerular

Methods: Serum creatinine utility over the pre-CKD range . . . .
disease. Overlaying basic hyperbolic curves appeared

10. rer ret 120 to be a reasonable first visual approximation (see
9.0 : N=1TE880 7 text) of the mGFR-sCr relationship: sCr = a/GFR + b,
1 110 where a = 40 for the dotted curves or 20 and 60 for
8.0k the solid bracketing curves, and where b= 0.5. An
100 equivalent expression is GFR = a/(sCr — b).
7.0H: The figure also shows the effect of scale and
3 { 3 hyperbola on perception. Open circles (0) represent
g 6.0 2 eighty-eight subjects (51%) with normal sCr (all the
g H g solid circles below the dashed horizontal line at 1.4
% 5.0 % mg/dL, or 124 umol/L, on the left y-axis scale)
5 ) plotted to the right y-axis scale. The top edge at 124
5 4.0 £ pmol/L (equivalent to 1.4 mg/dL), on the right y-axis
@ 3.0 ) scale, is roughly the cutoff for referral to nephrology.
Accuracy of serum creatinine (sCr) is compressed at
2.0 1.0 mg/dL scale (left, primary y-axis), giving the
i appearance of small increases in sCr as glomerular
1.0 filtration rate (GFR) declines along a hyperbolic
| | Do curve—lower dotted curve. Significance is better
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 represented in umol/L (right, secondary y-axis),
Inulin clearance, mL/min/1.73 m2 which has been expanded tenfold, and shifted
downward—upper dotted curve. Vertical lines at 40
Fig 8. Shemesh et al third figure, graph of sCr and 80 mL/min represent boundaries of the three
versus mGFR. Solid circles (®) represent the primary segments.

5.2.2 Improving perception with International Units

Reporting sCr in mg/dL and International Units (or reporting mg/L) improves
perception of sCr sensitivity without requiring clinician re-education. Modern automated
creatinine assays are accurate to 0.05 mg/dL (about 4 umol/L) or less, and highly
precise methods measure differences of 0.03 to 0.04 mg/dL (about 3 to 4 ymol/L) [109].

Advances in creatinine assays, including enzymatic methods and standardization by
isotope-dilution mass spectrometry (IDMS), strengthen the Shemesh et al
recommendation (based on the Jaffe assay) for “observation of subtle changes in serum
creatinine levels” [85]. Lee et al found absolute interlaboratory biases to within £0.11
mg/dl and relatively constant across the range of sCr, with standard deviations smaller
at lower than higher sCr concentrations—0.06 for sCr <1.36 mg/dl (<about 120 ymol/L,
including the entire pre-CKD range) versus 0.10 for sCr >1.36 mg/dl. [110]. Enzymatic
assays had less bias than Jaffe assays. There were smaller ranges of difference
between highest and lowest sCr value for patients with lower sCr values: the mean +SD
for sCr <1.36 mg/dl (120 pymol/L) was 0.20 +0.09 mg/dl, and despite susceptibility to
interfering substances, absolute differences between Jaffe and enzymatic results for
sCr <1.36 mg/dl (120 pymol/L) were only 0.05 £0.07 mg/dL higher. Neubig et al studied
paired creatinine values (performed adjacent to each other on the same analytical
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machine) and found that 75% fell within 5% of equivalence, and 95% fell within 10.3%
of equivalence [111].

To demonstrate this, we expanded the scale of mMGFR versus sCr, plotting open
circles, right y-axis scale, Fig 8. Hyperbolic functions graphed to near-zero necessarily
compact data along the y-axis, as done by Shemesh et al, into 0 to 10 mg/dL (0 to 884
pmol/L) [85]. Labeling the y-axis with International Units, right scale, and expanding the
0.57 to 1.36 mg/dL range (50 to 120 ymol/L) sends sCr off the chart below 40 mL/min
but matches visual perception to sCr accuracy over the entire pre-CKD range [112]
(note the downward right y-axis shift for maximum dispersion).

Conversion to International Units is helpful but insufficient if the sCr upper reference
limit is insensitive. For example, of 171 Shemesh et al glomerulopathic patients, 88
(51%) had sCr below the 1.4 mg/dL (124 pymol/L) normal limit, implying they were
diagnosed from other signs (e.g., proteinuria) [85]. Fig 8 shows these patients as solid
dots below the horizontal dashed line, left scale, and open dots expanded to the upper
edge—the equivalent limit on the right.

A critical observation is that Shemesh et al reported insensitivity of sCr and advised
against using sCr alone to monitor GFR in the middle segment, 80 to 40 mL/min (but
not above 80 mL/min). They hypothesized that the slow rise of sCr over the middle
segment reflected blunting by increasing compensatory TScr [85], Fig 9 (shown
graphically in Fig 10).

"Effects of graded reduction of GFR on tubular creatinine secretion"

Inulin Creatinine Tubular secretion of  Fractional TS of
clearance (*) "GFR" =InClI (*) clearance (*) creatinine (*) creatinine (%)
InCl >80 113+£5 135+7 21+7 16

InCI 40 to 80 60+1 94+ 4 34+4 57
InCl <40 22+1 42 +2 20+2 92

ABBREVIATIONS: * = mL/min/1.73 m2, InCl = inulin clearance, GFR = glomerular filtration rate, TS = tubular secretion.

Fig 9. Fractional tubular secretion of creatinine increases as GFR declines.
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Fig 10. Fractional tubular secretion displayed graphically.
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However, the earliest decreases in GFR occur in the upper segment, above 80
mL/min, where fractional TScr averaged only 16%—within modern P30 standards for
kidney tests. The expanded scale in Fig 8 supports their recommendation for
“observation of subtle changes in serum creatinine levels” to herald changes in GFR
[85]. This conclusion was reinforced by subsequent studies correlating small increases
in “normal-range” sCr—as little as 0.2 mg/dL (18 umol/L) compared to the patient’s
baseline—with decreased mGFR and more adverse outcomes during long-term follow-
up of 4 to 8 years [23,113,114].

5.2.3 Residuals

We calculated best-fit residuals (the difference between each datapoint and the
regression curve), graphed them against mGFR, and assessed their distribution around
the x-axis for insights from the modeled GFR. Note: without demographics for individual
data points, we could not calculate (or compare) residuals using recent eGFR
equations.

The funnel-shaped residuals down to 6.2 mL/min, Fig 11, suggested random errors
and random inter-individual baseline differences by appearing equally distributed above
and below the x-axis, supporting use of sCr in the segment above 80 mL/min and even
below 80 mL/min to cover the entire pre-CKD range. Nonuniformity (heteroskedasticity)
of residuals to the right of 6.2 mL/min appears to reflect increases in residuals
proportional to increases in data values, following the hyperbolic function that also
amplifies 30% error bands around each mGFR value, Fig 10 (solid black curves).

symmetrical, funnel-shaped variation around the x-
axis extends from GFRs of 180 down to 6.2 mL/min.
The P30 standard of £30% for GFRs means about
85% of the sCr residual values calculated from
mGFR will fall between the upper limit defined by
the difference between the calculated GFR and the
same calculation substituting (1.3 x mGFR) for
mGFR (upper solid black curve) and the lower limit
defined by subtracting the calculated sCr with (0.7 x
mGFR) substituted for mGFR (lower solid black
curve). The dotted black curves represent the limits
of sampling error from obtaining data by digitizing
figure 3 of Shemesh et al. Though small, that error

Methods: Serum creatinine residuals over the pre-CKD range
4.0

2.0¢:

0.0 14k

41 patients

a0k 27 8424 202 = CrCl-InCl, mbmin/1.73m2 still becomes significant as mGFR approaches zero.
92% 57% 16% = average (CrCl - InCl) / InCI . . N .
Correlating with Shemesh’s three intervals, the
-60 superimposed component from tubular secretion of
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Serum creatinine residual (measured - calculated), mg/dL

The optimized function is sCr = 39.2/mGFR +
0.60 mg/dL. At 40 and 80 mL/min, solid vertical
lines represent boundaries between GFR segments
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Fig 11. Residuals of Shemesh’s measured sCr
minus calculated best-fit sCr. Although statistical
analysis prefers homoskedasticity, heteroskedasticity
can be explained in some cases. Here, the

chosen by Shemesh et al. Dashed vertical lines
indicate the confidence range to which the hyperbolic
function was optimized. Small measurement errors at
the lower end cause large residuals, mathematically
overweighting those data points and skewing the
fitted function.
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Despite including all datapoints in our statistical analysis of the fitted curve (even
those most affected by the inverse function), that analysis supported the Shemesh et al
recommendation over the entire pre-CKD range. The best fit of model to data would
indicate how to interpret sCr results for understanding GFR, and we hypothesized that
the inverse function over the pre-CKD range would better fit the data. Unfortunately, the
inverse relationship between GFR and sCr amplifies errors in the dependent variable
when the independent variable is small. This influenced the statistical analysis when
deriving sCr (along the y-axis) from mGFR (along the x-axis), especially as mGFR
neared zero, Fig 8. Conversely, calculating pre-CKD eGFRs from the inverse of small
values of sCr (e.g., above 60 mL/min) amplifies analytical and physiological variations of
sCr into much larger variance in the eGFR, making eGFR a poor indicator in the pre-
CKD range and favoring use of sCr.

Statistical comparison required including the entire mGFR range and all 170
datapoints (one mGFR-sCr pair was not a datapoint because the inverse of zero is
mathematically undefined), which we did even though our focus was the pre-CKD
range, above 60 mL/min. We used maximum likelihood estimation, which represents the
most probable numeric solution for a proposed model, to compare the accuracy of
understanding the data either as segmented groups (sCr below 1.36, 1.37 to 2.36, or
above 2.37—the sample sCr maxima for each GFR segment proposed by Shemesh et
al [85]) or as the more conventional continuous inverse function.

Including the data at extremely low GFRs, which was most affected by rising TScr,
introduced a confounding factor that significantly altered the statistical model equation
from the fitted regression curve. Nevertheless, while the actual agreement over the pre-
CKD range, between the regression curve and pre-CKD data, is not well demonstrated
in the model fit statistics, Fig 12, the model fit statistics still favor the simpler continuous
hyperbolic curve over the dichotomized model, which is consistent with the Shemesh et
al recommendation to monitor sCr for early GFR changes [85].

Model fit statistics
Model fit statistic | Grouped| Inverse| Criterion
Parameters 3 2| Smaller is better
-2 log likelihood 1583.17 1569.84|  Smaller is better
AlIC 1591.17 1575.84|  Smaller is better
BIC 1603.67 1585.23|  Smaller is better
McFadden’s R? 0.09 0.1]  Closerto 1.00
Marginal R2 0.58 0.63|  Closer to 1.00

Fig 12. Model fit statistics. Note: The goal of regression modeling is parsimony—to identify the simplest model
that most completely explains the data. The number of parameters represents the number of statistics estimated, with
preference given to a model with fewer parameters. The -2 log likelihood estimates the probability of the data given
the model, and the AIC and BIC are adjustments to the -2 log likelihood penalizing based on model complexity. A
smaller number indicates a better fit of model to data. However, the -2 log likelihood is X? distributed and can be
used to directly test the comparative fit of two models as the difference of their -2 log likelihood values with degrees
of freedom equal to the difference of their degrees of freedom. Here, the inverse model has significantly better
model fit (X2 (1) = 13.33, p = 0.0003). McFadden’s R? and marginal R? both estimate the percentage of variance
accounted for by the model from 0.00 (no variance explained) to 1.00 (perfect variance explained). McFadden’s R?
is based on the -2 log likelihood relative to a model which only uses the sample mean to explain the data. Marginal
R? looks at prediction accuracy, estimated as the correlation between observed GFR scores and predicted GFR
scores squared.
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Randomness of the residuals above 60 mL/min suggests reasonable agreement
between best-fit curve and data over pre-CKD GFRs. Thus, statistical analysis supports
conceptualizing sCr as continuous across the 80 mL/min dichotomized boundary
between the upper and middle segments for incremental comparison to the patient’s
own baseline, unifying the entire pre-CKD range.

Our focus on the pre-CKD range and within-individual reference depends on not
oversimplifying the early physiological processes by segmenting and dichotomizing
continuous measurements [115]. We hypothesized that a continuous model—of kidney
filtration and implied sCr and mGFR over the pre-CKD range—would inform how the
recommendation of Shemesh et al [85] can be interpreted with more precision.
Statistical superiority of a continuous over dichotomized approach for a physiologic
process is not surprising but is important to allow use of within-individual change for pre-
CKD. Spanaus et al used a similar approach [113].
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