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Completion of Assessments 

We found most participants in the NC group were able to complete the assessments

whereas the Dementia group had a higher ‘timeout’ rate, with MCI falling in between the

two (Fig. 1). The timeout function occurs when a participant can not complete a trial of

the assessment in 30 seconds; it is embedded in the Stroop and Trails A/B

assessments. Timeouts were mainly due to response delays; where participants were

attempting the test but could not answer quickly enough. Overall, the Dementia group

took significantly more time to complete the BrainCheck battery (median=30.5 mins,

IQR=23.4-37.1 mins) compared to the MCI (median=21.5 mins, IQR=19.3-24.2 mins)

and NC group (median=17.8 mins, IQR=15.4-19.6 mins). 

Fig. 1: Completion of assessments and durations to complete BrainCheck

battery.  

(A) Timeout rates of the Stroop and Trails A/B assessments for each diagnostic group. The BrainCheck

Stroop and Trails A/B assessments timeout if participants cannot complete a trial of the assessment in 30

seconds. (B) Duration (mins) to complete the BrainCheck Battery for each diagnostic group. Letters (a, b)
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indicate significant differences between groups (P<.05) in the linear regression model adjusted for age, 

gender, and administration type; any two groups sharing a letter are not significantly different. 

 

BrainCheck performance 

BrainCheck assessments were compared across the three groups using a linear 

regression model adjusted for age and gender (Fig. 2 and Table 3). Individual scores, 

such as the BrainCheck Overall Score, were normalized for age and device. Overall, 

participants with greater cognitive impairment showed lower BrainCheck assessment 

scores. All individual assessments except Trails B showed significant differences in 

performance between the NC and Dementia groups, while two of the seven 

assessments (Immediate Recognition and Digit Symbol Substitution) showed significant 

differences in performance between all three groups (Fig 2 and Table 3). Digit Symbol 

Substitution, Flanker, and Trails A/B assessments showed long tails in the scores of the 

Dementia group because some participants in the Dementia group only completed parts 

of the assessments or exhibited low accuracy (Fig SI-1). 
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Fig. 2: Pairwise comparison of participant groups based on normalized scores of

BrainCheck assessments.  

For each assessment, any two groups sharing a letter are not significantly different. Otherwise, they are

significantly different (P<.05) in linear regression models adjusted for age, gender, and administration

type. The outliers identified by the IQR method in each assessment are removed before the comparison. 
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Table 3. Linear regression model analyses using each BrainCheck assessment 

score and BrainCheck Overall Score as the outcome variable in separate adjusted 

models1. 

 
 

NC  
 

MCI 
 

Dementia 
 Dementia 

vs. NC 
Dementia 
vs. MCI  

MCI vs. NC  

Assessments Estimated Marginal Means (SE)  Contrast Estimate (P-value) 

Immediate 

Recognition* 

.17 

(.44) 

-1.93 

(.50) 

-3.36 

(.36) 

 -3.54 

(<.001) 

-1.43 

(.04) 

-2.10 

(.005) 

Delayed 

Recognition 

.06 

(.34) 

-2.16 

(.39) 

-2.92 

(.28) 

 -2.98 

(<.001) 

-.76 

(.23) 

-2.23 

(<.001) 

Digit Symbol 

Substitution* 

.80 

(.27) 

-.21 

(.29) 

-1.23 

(.29) 

 -2.02 

(<.001) 

-1.01 

(.04) 

-1.01 

(.03) 

Flanker .76 

(.45) 

-.74 

(.51) 

-2.64 

(.41) 

 -3.4 

(<.001) 

-1.89 

(.009) 

-1.5 

(.06) 

Stroop -.43 

(.12) 

-.63 

(.13) 

-.91 

(.12) 

 -.49 

(.01) 

-.28 

(.23) 

-.21 

(.46) 

Trails A -.01 

(.33) 

-.75 

(.36)  

-1.69 

(.30) 

 -1.67 

(<.001) 

-.94 

(.11) 

-.74 

(.29) 

Trails B .51 

(.21) 

.21 

(.23) 

-.16 

(.24) 

 -.67 

(.08) 

-.37 

(.47) 

-.30 

(.57) 

Normalized 

BrainCheck 

Overall Score* 

.71 

(.55) 

-2.15 

(.62) 

-5.63 

(.45) 

 -6.34 

(<.001) 

-3.48 

(<.001) 

-2.86 

(.002) 
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Significant p-values are shown in bold. Assessments marked with * indicate significant differences across

all three diagnostic groups. 

1 Adjusted for age, sex, and administration type 

 

The BrainCheck Overall Score is a composite of all individual assessments within the

BrainCheck battery, representing overall performance (See details under the

measurements section). Using an existing normative population database, partly

compiled from controls in previous studies [24,25], the BrainCheck Overall Score was

adjusted for age and the device used to generate the normalized BrainCheck Overall

Scores. The normalized BrainCheck Overall Scores differed significantly among these

three groups (P<.05). The NC group scored significantly higher than the MCI and

Dementia groups. The Dementia group demonstrated significantly lower scores than the

other two groups (Fig. 3). 

 

Fig 3: Comparison of normalized BrainCheck Overall Scores among groups. 
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The normalized BrainCheck Overall Score follows a standard normal distribution. Letters (a, b, c) indicate

significant differences (P<.05) on the linear regression model adjusted for age, gender, and administration

type.  

 

BrainCheck diagnostic accuracy 

Using ROC analysis, Braincheck Overall Scores achieved a sensitivity of 94% and a

specificity of 88% for classifying NC and Dementia participants (AUC=.95); a sensitivity

of 83% and a specificity of 86% for classifying between NC and MCI participants

(AUC=.84); and a sensitivity of 77% and a specificity of 83% for classifying between

MCI and Dementia participants (AUC=.79) (Fig 4).  

Fig 4. ROC curves for the BrainCheck Overall Score in classifying participants of

different groups. 

ROC curves with AUC’s for the BrainCheck Overall Score in the binary classification of (A) NC vs.

Dementia, (B) NC vs. MCI, (C) MCI vs. Dementia. 

 

Using methods described by Luo and colleagues for three group classification [29], the

optimal lower and upper cutoffs of the normalized BrainCheck Overall Score in
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maximizing diagnostic accuracy were -3.64 and -.06, respectively. This achieved true

positive rates of 83% for the NC group, 64% for the MCI group, and 83% for the

Dementia group (Fig. 5). 

 

Fig. 5: Optimal BrainCheck cutoff scores for distinguishing NC, MCI, and

Dementia groups.  

(A) Individual participant normalized BrainCheck Overall Scores, where the x-axis is the index of the

participant, sorted by primary diagnosis (Dementia - red, MCI - green, and NC - blue). (B) Boxplots of

normalized BrainCheck Overall Scores for each diagnostic group. The normalized BrainCheck Overall

Score follows a standard normal distribution. The dashed lines label the optimal cutoff scores for

distinguishing the diagnostic groups. 

Discussion 

Consistent with prior findings in concussion [26] and dementia/cognitive decline [27]

samples, this study demonstrated that BrainCheck is consistent in its capability to detect

cognitive impairment, and  can reliably detect and differentiate between the severity of

cognitive impairment groups (NC, MCI, and Dementia). As expected, participants with
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more severe cognitive impairment performed worse across the individual assessments 

and on BrainCheck Overall Scores. The BrainCheck Overall Scores separated 

participants of different diagnostic groups successfully with high sensitivity and 

specificity.  

 

BrainCheck Overall Scores were more robust in distinguishing these groups where 

participants in the Dementia group had significantly lower scores than ones in the NC 

group. The BrainCheck battery was able to distinguish between NC and Dementia 

participants, with 94% sensitivity and 88% specificity. These findings show that the 

BrainCheck Overall Score demonstrates better accuracy for differentiating NC from 

dementia, compared to the MMSE, SLUMS, and MoCA screening measures [14, 29, 

31]. People with MCI usually experience fewer cognitive deficits and preserved 

functioning in activities of daily living compared to those with dementia [32], and our 

findings of sensitivity and specificity with separating MCI from other groups were slightly 

lower than the NC versus the Dementia differentiations (Fig. 5). Nonetheless, the 

BrainCheck Overall Score showed sensitivities and specificities greater than 80% in 

distinguishing MCI from NC and Dementia groups, which is comparable to the MoCA, 

SLUMS, and MMSE [11-14, 31]. Furthermore, a review of validated computerized 

cognitive tests indicated AUC’s ranging from .803 to .970 for detecting MCI, and AUCs 

of .98 and .99 in detecting dementia due to AD [30], which were comparable with the 

results found in this study.   
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Although not all individual assessments in the BrainCheck battery differentiated 

between NC, MCI, and Dementia, we observed a general trend for each assessment 

showing that Dementia participants had the lowest scores whereas the NC participants 

had the highest scores. Individual assessments that did show significant differences in 

the scores between NC and MCI groups and between Dementia and MCI groups 

included the Immediate Recognition and Digit Symbol Substitution. Notably, the 

BrainCheck Digit Symbol test showed significant differences in performance between all 

three diagnostic groups, whereas a previous study found that the BrainCheck Digit 

Symbol test did not show significant differences between cognitively healthy and 

cognitively impaired groups (n=18, P=.29) [27]; likely due to this study having a larger 

sample size. Individual assessments with no significant differences between the MCI 

group and the NC/Dementia groups were the BrainCheck Stroop and Trails A/B tests 

(Fig 2 and Table 3). All of these tests include timeout mechanisms if participants are 

unable to complete the test, and time-out rates were higher in the more cognitively 

impaired groups  (Fig 2). Therefore, when calculating the BrainCheck Overall Score, we 

have introduced a penalty mechanism for timed-out assessments. 

 

In comparison to comprehensive NPT, which can typically last a few hours and 

sometimes require multiple visits [32], BrainCheck demonstrated shorter test duration, 

with median completion times of 17.8 min (IQR=15.4-19.6 min) for NC participants and 

30.5 min (IQR=23.4-37.1 min) for dementia participants (Fig. 1). Shorter test durations 

observed in individuals with no/less cognitive impairment suggest that computerized 

cognitive tests could be useful for rapid early detection in this population, prompting 
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further evaluation, whereas those with dementia have likely already undergone a 

comprehensive evaluation. The wide variance in completion time for the Dementia 

group may have uncovered the difficulty participants with more severe cognitive 

impairment may have faced in completing the BrainCheck battery, compared to the 

lower variance observed in the NC group.  

 

A limitation of this study was that participants were not diagnosed by a physician at the 

time point of BrainCheck testing. Thus, participants were placed into the diagnostic 

groups based on their most recent clinical diagnosis available in their electronic health 

record, or for the few NC participants without medical evaluations, based on their report 

of no cognitive symptoms or diagnosis or cognitive impairment. The period from the 

most recent clinical diagnosis to the date of BrainCheck testing varied among the 

diagnostic groups; the Dementia group had the fewest days from their latest clinical 

evaluation (median=82.5 days; IQR=44.5-141.25), followed by the MCI group 

(median=244 days, IQR=105-346.5) and the NC group (median=645 days; IQR=225.5-

1112.5). These large time intervals in a degenerative population leave room for 

cognition to worsen over time, potentially blurring the lines in the severity of cognitive 

impairment, where participants may have progressed to MCI from NC, and to Dementia 

from MCI during that period. This would make the distinguishing of NC from cognitive 

impairment more difficult, yet diagnostic accuracy among the groups remains high. 

Furthermore, the median number of days since the last clinical evaluation for NC 

participants was as high as 645 days. This could suggest that the NC participants did 

not feel an inclination to seek out further cognitive evaluation during the extended time 
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period, and may not have experienced noticeable cognitive decline. Future validity 

studies should ensure that a physician evaluation and diagnosis occur closer to the time 

of BrainCheck testing to address these limitations. 

 

Another limitation was that, although not all individual assessment scores could  

differentiate the three groups, the pattern of differences across these scores may 

contain useful diagnostic information. The use of the BrainCheck Overall Score as an 

average of all individual assessment scores appears to work effectively, but does not 

take into account the other relationships seen across individual scores. Furthermore, 

some individual scores may be more informative for detecting cases while others may 

be informative for gauging severeness. Future studies recruiting a larger sample size in 

each group will allow for an investigation into whether machine learning methods can 

extrapolate these relationships and improve the diagnostic accuracy of BrainCheck. 

 

When administration type was considered in linear regression model analyses, scores 

only showed significant differences among the three diagnostic groups instead of 

administration types. While remote administration was not designed into the original 

study, stay-at-home orders due to COVID-19 required modifications, and efforts were 

made to provide preliminary data for remote use. With preliminary outcomes indicating 

feasibility for remote administration, a more robust study and increased sample size will 

be needed to fully validate BrainCheck’s cognitive assessment via its remote feature. 
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Conclusions 

The use of computerized cognitive tests provides the opportunity to increase test 

accessibility for an aging population with an increased risk of cognitive impairment. 

Technological advancements have allowed these tools to obtain greater sensitivity and 

specificity compared to their paper and pen counterparts [30], and remote testing could 

bring a more time and cost-effective solution. The findings in this study demonstrate that 

BrainCheck could distinguish between three levels of cognitive impairment, NC, MCI, 

and Dementia. BrainCheck is automated and quick to administer, both in-person and 

remote, which could help increase accessibility to testing and early detection of 

cognitive decline in an ever-aging population. This study paves the way for a 

comprehensive longitudinal study, exploring BrainCheck in early detection of dementia 

and monitoring of cognitive symptoms over time, including further comparison to ‘gold 

standard’ neuropsychological assessments. 
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MCI: Mild Cognitive Impairment 

NC: Normal Cognition 

MoCA: Montreal Cognitive Assessment 
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