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Recently, Nichols Institute Diagnostics introduced the Bio-Intact PTH assay (BI-PTH) and this assay is being used for dialysis patients in place of the
Nichols Advantage intact PTH assay. In order to interpret BI-PTH test values correlation studies have been performed using ESRD patient samples
measured by both the BI-PTH assay and the Nichols automated Advantage Intact PTH assay. BI-PTH has been reported to be 52% of intact PTH.
These correlation studies have used the Nichols automated Advantage Intact PTH assay, however, scientific publications including those with bone
histology have been based on the use of the Nichols manual IRMA Intact PTH assay. We undertook this study to see if there was a difference in the
correlation using the Nichols manual IRMA intact PTH assay. Therefore, we studied and compared the correlation between the BI-PTH assay with the
Nichols automated Advantage Intact PTH assay and the correlation between the BI-PTH assay with an assay equivalent to the Nichols manual IRMA
Intact PTH assay. We assayed 18 dialysis patient samples and found that the BI-PTH was 51% of the Nichols automated Advantage intact PTH assay.
But we also found that the BI-PTH assay value was 65% of the value from the Nichols manual IRMA intact PTH equivalent assay value. This difference
of 51% vs 65% in correlations arises from the differences between the Nichols manual IRMA intact PTH equivalent assay and the Nichols automated
Advantage intact PTH assay and raises the question of how to interpret the Nichols Bio-Intact PTH assay with regards to the Nichols Intact PTH assay
products (i.e., 52% vs. 65%.)
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