Supplementary Material https://doi.org/10.1515/cclm-2020-1882
Legends to Figurs and Tables 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Figure S1: MDRD eGFR (with African-American coefficient) vs iohexol mGFR.
Figure S2: CKD-EPI eGFR (with African-American coefficient) vs iohexol mGFR.
Figure S3: Revised Lund-Malmö eGFR vs iohexol mGFR.
Table S1: Accuracy within 30% of mGFR (P30) according to CKD stage, including revised Lund-Malmö equation.
Table S2: Samples correctly classified according to KDIGO GFR staging.


Supplementary Material


 


https://doi.org/10.1515/cclm


-


202


0


-


1882


 


Legends to Figurs and T


a


bles 


 


 


Figure S1: MDRD eGFR (with African


-


American coefficie


nt) vs iohexol mGFR.


 


Figure S2: CKD


-


EPI eGFR (with African


-


American coefficient) vs iohexol mGFR.


 


Figure S3: Revised Lund


-


Malmö eGFR vs iohexol mGFR.
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Table S2: Samples correctly classified according to KDIGO GFR staging.
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