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SAMPLE ANALYSIS

CLINICAL VALIDATION

Validation of correction formulas to reliably convert cVAMS results to plasma results
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Figure2 Bland-Altman comparison of VAMS and plasma concentrations for iohexal

Rellable converslon of cVAMS results to
plasmaresults!

Figure’3Bland-Altman comparison of cYANS and plasma concentrations for creatinine

lohexol: hematocrit-based correction Creatinine: time-dependent Blood/Plasma ratio correction

Hematocrit-independence
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Figure1 Effect of the hematocrit (nct) on the recovery (RE) from VAMS samples. The RE was determined from VAMS samples (n = 6) with hct values ranging from 5 -19.0 §
1710 55%, and normalised to the RE at reference het (35%). No hct-dependence was apparent and the RE was within the pre-set acceptance criterion at al hct - 0
tevels for both analytes, demonstratng the FObUstness f the automaled extraction procedure. 2 2
< 50 ) ) ) . . = -s0h . . . . . . I
& 100 200 300 400 500 20 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
A & - Mean of cVAMS corrected and plasma (ug/mL) Mean of cVAMS corrected and plasma (ug/mL)
y p Figure 4 Bland-Altman comparison of corrected cVAMS and plasma concentrations for iohexol Flgures Bland-Altman comparison of corrected cVAMS and plasma concentrations for creatinine
Nominal value  Accuracy  Repeatability  Total imprecision
(pg/mL) (bias) (©v) v
Iohexol LLOQ 2 8.0% 8.0%
QcL 5 9.4% 9.4%
CONCLUSION
QcH 300 42% 72%
QCL cat 5 0% 5.5% 7.5%
QCH cat 300 25% 5.3% 12%
excellent agreement
Creatinine-d3 _ LLOQ 2 8.3%
CL 5 9.6% H :
gCM s 0% capillary VAMS and plasma concentrations.
QcH 300 6.6% _ . . . . .
QCLat 5 80% ear-prick sampling using VAMS is a suitable alternative
QCH cat 300 2.8% 4.3% 6.2%

Table1. Accuracy (vias), repeatability (CV) and total imprecision (CV) data at the different OC levels for iohexol and creatinine-d3 in VAMS samples. QCL and QCH
prepared in cat blood are indicated in pink.



