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    Abstract
Objective To compare performance of general and diabetes specific cardiovascular risk prediction scores in type 2 diabetes patients (T2DM).

Design Cohort study.

Setting Scores were identified through a systematic review and included irrespective of predicted outcome, or inclusion of T2DM patients. Performance was assessed using data from routine practice.

Participants A contemporary representative sample of 203,172 UK T2DM patients (age ≥ 18 years).

Main outcome measures Cardiovascular disease (CVD i.e., coronary heart disease and stroke) and CVD+ (including atrial fibrillation and heart failure).

Results We identified 22 scores: 11 derived in the general population, 9 in only T2DM patients, and 2 that excluded T2DM patients. Over 10 years follow-up, 63,000 events occurred. The RECODE score, derived in people with T2DM, performed best for both CVD (c-statistic 0.731 (0.728,0.734), and CVD+ (0.732 (0.729,0.735)). Overall, neither derivation population, nor original predicted outcome influenced performance. Calibration slopes (1 indicates perfect calibration) ranged from 0.38 (95%CI 0.37;0.39) to 1.05 (95%CI 1.03;1.07). A simple, population specific recalibration process considerably improved performance, ranging between 0.98 and 1.03. Risk scores performed badly in people with pre-existing CVD (c-statistic ∼0.55). Scores with more predictors did not perform better: for CVD+ QRISK3 (19 variables) c-statistic 0.69 (95%CI 0.68;0.69), compared to CHD Basic (8 variables) 0.71 (95%CI 0.70; 0.71).

Conclusions CVD risk prediction scores performed well in T2DM, irrespective of derivation population and of original predicted outcome. Scores performed poorly in patients with established CVD. Complex scores with multiple variables did not outperform simple scores. A simple population specific recalibration markedly improved score performance and is recommended for future use.
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