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Background: The accuracy of General Practitioners’ (GPs’)
clinical judgement for dementia is uncertain. Aim: Investi-
gate the accuracy of GPs’ clinical judgement for the diagno-
sis of dementia. Design and Se�ing: Diagnostic test accuracy
study, recruiting from 21 practices around Bristol. Method:
The clinical judgement of the treating GP (index test) was
based on the information immediately available at their ini-
tial consultation with a person aged over 70 years who had
cognitive symptoms. The reference standard was an assess-
ment by a specialist clinician, based on a standardised clin-
ical examination and made according to ICD-10 criteria for
dementia. Results: 240 people were recruited, with a me-
dian age of 80 years (IQR 75 to 84 years), of whom 126 (53%)
were men and 132 (55%) had dementia. The median dura-
tion of symptoms was 24 months (IQR 12 to 36 months) and
the median ACE-III score was 75 (IQR 65 to 87). GP clinical
judgement had sensitivity 56% (95% CI 47% to 65%) and speci-
ficity 89% (95% CI 81% to 94%). Positive likelihood ratio was
higher in people aged 70-79 years (6.5, 95% CI 2.9 to 15) com-
pared to people aged ≥ 80 years (3.6, 95% CI 1.7 to 7.6), and in
women (10.4, 95% CI 3.4 to 31.7) compared to men (3.2, 95%
CI 1.7 to 6.2), whereas the negative likelihood ratio was sim-
ilar in all groups. Conclusion: A GP clinical judgement of
dementia is specific, but confirmatory testing is needed for
symptomatic people who GPs judge as not having dementia.
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How this fits in

Previous studies in this area have investigated the ac-
curacy of GP clinical judgement as a screening test
for dementia in unselected people a�ending a primary
care clinic; or as a retrospective test based on their
knowledge of their patient; or derived the accuracy of
judgement from the medical records, which may not
reflect the judgement of the clinician. The role of the
GP in supporting a more e�ective route to diagnosis
for people with dementia is a research priority for pa-
tients, carers and clinicians. This study shows that, in
a symptomatic older adult, prospective clinical judge-
ment may be useful for helping to confirm a diagnosis
of dementia, whereas GP judgement should not by it-
self be used to exclude dementia.

Introduction
The James Lind Alliance has identified the role of general
practice in supporting a more e�ective route to diagnosis of
dementia as a priority for health research (1). People with
symptoms of dementia have historically faced long delays
to get an assessment and an explanation for their symptoms
(2). Approaches to address waiting lists have included psy-
chiatrists supporting primary care memory clinics (3), inte-
grated one-stop clinics (4), and training GPs to make a di-
agnosis in uncomplicated cases (5, 6) which is supported by
NICE (7). Some GPs have in the past been hesitant about
diagnosing dementia when there is no disease modifying
treatment (8). A GP could use a range of brief cognitive
assessments (9) to evaluate a person with symptoms of de-
mentia. National guidelines di�er on which test to use, pos-
sibly because there is li�le evidence in a symptomatic pri-
mary care population (10, 11). Formally evaluating cogni-
tion takes time, and familiarity with the test. GPs report
using non-standardised processes (12), such as their clinical
judgement (13) to decide whether a person has dementia.
The sensitivity of GP clinical judgement for diagnosing de-
mentia has been reported between from 51% (14) to 100%
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(15), and the specificity ranges from 58% (16) to 100% (15).
Previous studies to investigate the accuracy of GP clinical
judgement have typically su�ered from one of two signifi-
cant limitations (17). Firstly, a definition of clinical judge-
ment which is of unclear relevance to practice, such as ret-
rospective judgement, or indeed documentation of recorded
diagnoses in the medical record, which are systematically
incomplete (18). Secondly, sampling unselected people at-
tending general practice regardless of symptoms, which is
more akin to screening. To address these limitations, we
investigated the prospective accuracy of GP clinical judge-
ment for the diagnosis of dementia syndrome in people over
70 years (19).

Methods.

Population. We recruited participants from 21 participat-
ing GP surgeries in the Bristol, North Somerset, and South
Gloucestershire (BNSSG) area, which is a diverse geo-
graphic area within 15 miles of the City of Bristol, cover-
ing a total population of around 900,000 people across 82
GP practices. Research clinics were in four participating GP
surgeries, strategically located for accessibility. We calcu-
lated that a minimum sample size of 200 was needed for
a lower bound of the specificity 95% confidence interval of
80%, based on a specificity of 95% in prior studies, and a 75%
prevalence of dementia in local memory clinic data (20).

Inclusion and exclusion criteria. Participants were peo-
ple with cognitive symptoms but no prior diagnosis of de-
mentia, who were aged at least 70 years and had been re-
ferred by their GP to this research study. Cognitive symp-
toms were not specified but generally include disturbance in
memory, language, executive function, behaviour, and visu-
ospatial skills (21). Symptoms were required to be present
for at least six months, and could be reported by the per-
son themselves, a family member, a professional, or another
person; there was no severity threshold. Cognitive problems
did not need to be the main focus of the consultation. As is
routine practice, GPs could initiate an enquiry about cogni-
tion if they perceived there was a problem. Symptom dura-
tion was determined from the clinical history. An accompa-
nying informant was mandatory. All participants were of-
fered free accessible transport and translation services. Peo-
ple were excluded if they had a known neurological disorder
(i.e. Parkinsonism, Multiple Sclerosis, learning disability,
Huntington’s disease), registered blind, profound deafness
(i.e. unable to use a telephone), psychiatric disorder requir-
ing current secondary care input, or if cognitive symptoms
were either rapidly progressive or co-incident with neuro-
logical disturbance. People with cognitive problems that
were so advanced that they were unable to consent were
excluded as they were judged by a lay advisory group to
find the research process overly burdensome. GPs were en-
couraged to make a clinical judgement and refer a consec-
utive series of all eligible patients with cognitive symptoms
to the study, regardless of what their clinical judgement was
or any test results. GPs gave study information including a

leaflet, and obtained verbal consent to share contact details
with the study on a referral form, including the persons age,
sex, contact details, and the GPs clinical judgement. The
study team contacted people referred by GPs to re-confirm
eligibility, provide further wri�en study details, and o�er a
research clinic appointment. The research team took writ-
ten consent from all participants.

Index test of clinical judgement. The referring GP
recorded their clinical judgement using an electronic refer-
ral form during a consultation with their patient about cog-
nitive symptoms. Clinical judgement was operationalised
as normal, cognitive impairment not dementia (CIND), or
dementia as options for response to the question "Is your gut
feeling that this person". GPs were not required to arrange
any test and could also refer people simultaneously or sub-
sequently to NHS services. The study team contacted the
practice at least three times to obtain any missing referral
data.

Reference standard. At the research clinic, a single spe-
cialist physician with more than 20 years’ experience in
the field of dementia conducted a standardised assessment
lasting approximately 60 minutes comprising clinical his-
tory, the Addenbrooke’s Cognitive Examination III (ACE-
III) (22), Brief Assessment Schedule Depression Cards (BAS-
DEC) (23) and the Bristol Activities of Daily Living (BADL)
�estionnaire (24). The specialist was not aware of other
test results such as GP judgement or any investigations.
The reference standard was based on the evaluation of the
specialist physician for dementia according to ICD-10 crite-
ria (25). Medical records were reviewed for all participants
six months a�er the research clinic to identify any infor-
mation that had come to light that would contradict this
judgement. A second specialist adjudicated cases where
there was diagnostic uncertainty at the research clinic us-
ing the initial specialist assessment and the medical record
review, but without access to the GP judgement. Study
data were electronically entered and managed using RED-
Cap (Research Electronic Data Capture) hosted at the Uni-
versity of Bristol (26).

Statistical methods. Characteristics of participants in-
cluding age, sex and ACE-III score were tabulated by demen-
tia status according to the reference standard. Separate lo-
gistic regression analyses were used with non-participation
as the dependent variable and GP judgement, age (in years)
and female sex as the independent variables to test the hy-
pothesis of no association with these variables. Time from
referral to appointment was described using median and in-
terquartile range and logistic regression was used to test
the hypothesis of no association between time to appoint-
ment (in days) and dementia (as the dependent variable).
Measures of diagnostic test accuracy (sensitivity, specificity,
positive and negative likelihood ratios (LRP, LRN), predic-
tive values) were calculated together with 95% confidence
intervals, for GP judgement of dementia against reference
standard of dementia. Decision curve analysis (27) was used
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to show the net benefit (incorporating discrimination and
calibration) of GP judgement at varying threshold probabil-
ities (Pt). Decision curve analysis quantifies the net benefit
of a test, in units of true positive, across a range of prefer-
ences (28) where a net benefit of 0.05 means “five true pos-
itives for every 100 patients in the target population” (29),
compared to the "label:all" (worried about missing demen-
tia) or "label:none" (worried about overdiagnosis). The net
benefit equation incorporates true (TP) and false positives
(FP), but not test negatives (30):

net benefit = TP
N
− FP

N
× Pt

1-Pt

Sensitivity analyses were done to explore whether accuracy
varied by age (<80 years | ≥ 80 years) since prediction mod-
els perform di�erently in these age groups (31), and sex.
Cochran’s Q test was used to test the hypothesis of no dif-
ference in likelihood ratios between groups (32).

Results
Participants. Figure 1 goes here
Recruitment took place between March 2015 and May 2017.
Figure 1 shows a flowchart for inclusion in the study. The
theoretically “eligible” figure of 1,735 people was derived
from the age specific incidence of dementia (33) and the de-
mographics of the population in the participating practices
(34,956 aged over 70 years (34). The number approached
is unknown. One person who consented withdrew before
any data collection was done because they were admi�ed
acutely ill to hospital. Of the 240 with available data, there
were 20 borderline cases that were adjudicated by a second
specialist. The 240 people were classified by the reference
standard as either Normal (47), Dementia (132) of whom 1
had DSM-5 but not ICD-10 because they had subjective but
not objective amnesia, or were CIND (61) of 59 whom met
criteria for MCI (1 a�ective disorder, 1 brain injury). Com-
pared to people who participated, there was li�le evidence
of an association between non-participation and a GP clini-
cal judgement of CIND (odds ratio 1.2; 95% CI 0.55 to 2.41) or
dementia (odds ratio 1.9; 95% CI 0.90 to 3.93). Compared to
people who participated, non-participants were older (odds
ratio per year 1.08; 95% CI 1.04 to 1.12), or more o�en fe-
male (odds ratio 1.88; 95% CI 1.21 to 2.92). The median time
between referral (clinical judgement) and the clinic appoint-
ment (reference standard) was 47 days (IQR 30 to 72 days),
the longest interval was 177 days, due to di�iculties a�end-
ing earlier appointments. There was no association between
time from referral to appointment and dementia (odds ratio
per day 1.0; 95% CI 0.99 to 1.01). Table 1 shows the demo-
graphics of participants.
Table 1 goes here
Two people could not complete the ACE-III because English
was not their first language; they had both declined an in-
terpreter. In both cases su�icient information was avail-
able from other parts of the assessment for a categorisation
about cognition to be made (one had normal cognition, one
had dementia). For the 238 people who had an ACE-III score,

the median was 75 (interquartile range 65 to 87). Referring
GPs judged that 34 people were normal, 86 had dementia,
and 120 were CIND; the one person who withdrew from the
study due to acute illness was judged by the referring GP to
have CIND. People that GPs judged as having dementia had
a total ACE-III score IQR of 60 to 74, with a 90th centile of
81/100 and a highest score of 95/100. Similarly, people that
GPs judged as having CIND had an ACE-III score IQR 71 to
89.

Diagnostic accuracy. Table 2 goes here
Table 2 shows the diagnostic accuracy for GP judgement
for dementia. The sensitivity and specificity of GP judge-
ment were respectively 56% (95% CI 47% to 65%) and 89%
(95% CI 81% to 94%). Clinical judgement was more use-
ful for ruling in dementia, than ruling it out, with higher
specificity and positive predictive value than sensitivity and
negative predictive value. In people aged 80 or more years,
clinical judgement had similar sensitivity and specificity to
those aged under 80 years (LRP p=0.296 LRN p=0.798). There
was weak evidence that clinical judgement in women had a
higher LRP (p=0.074) and a lower LRN (p=0.064) than clini-
cal judgement in men.
Figure 2 goes here
Figure 2 shows that clinical judgement has greater net ben-
efit than a label:all approach at threshold probabilities of
above 50%, and a label:none approach at threshold probabil-
ities below 85%. At a threshold probability of 80%, indicating
a preference for avoiding over-diagnosis, clinical judgement
has a net benefit of 0.11 over the label:none approach, indi-
cating an additional 11 true positives for every 100 people.
If the doctor prefers to not miss dementia, with a thresh-
old probability of 33%, then clinical judgement identifies five
fewer true positives for every 100 people than the label:all
approach (everyone is treated as if they have dementia: fur-
ther tests or referral arranged).

Discussion
Summary. From 21 participating GP surgeries, 456 people
were referred and 240 were evaluated. Of these, 132 (55%;
95% CI 48% to 61%) had dementia. Clinical judgement as a
single test had a LRP of 5 (95% CI 3 to 9) and a LRN of 0.5
(95% CI 0.4 to 0.6) for the target condition dementia. Peo-
ple that GPs judged as having dementia had a total ACE-III
score IQR of 60 to 74, and those that they judged as hav-
ing MCI had a total ACE-III IQR 71 to 89. This compares to
published ACE-III thresholds of <82 for dementia (35) and
<88 for MCI (35) and suggests that in this study GPs are not
being overly restrictive in their judgement for dementia, or
liberal in their judgement for CIND.

Strengths and limitations. The patient selection in the
current study closely reflects real world clinical practice in
the United Kingdom, with e�orts to avoid people being ex-
cluded based on language, transport, or appointment avail-
ability. Participants were included with a range of GP opin-
ions about the presence of cognitive impairment in people
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who had presented with symptoms, which means that cog-
nitive problems were one of the problems discussed in the
initial GP consultation; typically 2.5 problems are discussed
per appointment (36). The index test clinical judgement in
this study reflects an average measure of diagnostic accu-
racy for an estimated 142 whole time equivalent GPs work-
ing in di�erent se�ings (37). Responses indicated that clin-
ical judgement was typically informed by "face to face pre-
sentation". GPs were told they need not use any formal test
to inform their judgement and based on previous studies
this is likely to be based on rules of thumb (12) and not for-
mal tests (13). The interval between clinical judgement and
the reference standard was relatively short, and unlikely to
be associated with a significant progression in cognitive im-
pairment (11). Clinical judgement was fully verified against
the reference standard for all consenting people who were
referred and there was no evidence of selective participation
by cognitive status. Follow-up data a�er six months was
obtained, and uncertain cases were adjudicated. An impor-
tant limitation is that despite providing translation services
the population were largely white, native English speakers.
In addition, the confidence intervals for our sub-groups are
still wide. We excluded people with advanced cognitive im-
pairment that could not consent, so our findings cannot be
generalised to that group; though it is likely that GPs would
be more sensitive in identifying cognitive impairment at a
more advanced stage.

Comparison with existing literature. Table 3 goes here
Table 3 summarises the features of this study compared
to the existing literature (38, 39). A major strength of this
study for applicability to practice is that it is one of only
two studies to evaluate symptomatic people. Our study has
the smallest number undergoing the index test, but is one of
only two studies with complete verification by the reference
standard. This study has lower sensitivity and higher speci-
ficity than the French study (16), but this could be because
the other study verified only 26% of people who underwent
the index test, or because other studies did not require par-
ticipants to be symptomatic and consequently had a lower
prevalence of dementia (ranging 2% to 29%).

Implications for Research and/or practice. Diagnosis
can be conceptualised as a pragmatic method of classifica-
tion that is fit for purpose in the clinical se�ing (40), and
GP judgement may o�en use heuristics (rules of thumb)
and system one (non-analytical (41)) cognitive processes.
Clinical judgement may be systematically di�erent to for-
mal definitions, just as di�erent formal definitions (gener-
ally formulated for research needs) select di�erent groups
of people (42). The GP heuristic of dementia in the older
adult may be an individual with forgetfulness who also has
sensory impairment, limited mobility, multi-morbidity, and
needs additional assistance performing activities of daily
life (43). It remains to be seen which definition is most use-
ful in practice. Concerns about resources and lack of spe-
cialist expertise for GPs to diagnose and manage demen-
tia well have been reported for many years (44), and GPs

have been reported to frame dementia care as a specialist
activity (45). However, the priority of patients and their kin
who are seeking medical input is to get a prompt diagno-
sis, in an emotionally safe and personalised way (2). Ap-
proaches to diagnosis (3, 6, 46) and follow-up (47) have been
reported in primary care but regre�ably, a well-designed in-
tervention to improve practice was not e�ective in improv-
ing documentation or increasing case identification (8). In
this study clinical judgement was more likely to under than
over identify dementia. However, instead of training GPs,
patients may benefit more from additional practice-based
multi-disciplinary dementia case workers (8) to help refine
GP classification, especially where GPs clinical judgement
is "not dementia"; in England these roles could be provided
through Primary Care Networks (48).
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Table 1. Characteristics of participants by cognitive category

Cognitive category ∗
Characteristic Dementia CIND Normal

n=132 n=61 n=47

Sex n (column %)
Male 68 (52) 35 (57) 23 (49)
Female 64 (49) 26 (43) 24 (51)
Age (years) Median (IQR)
At clinic 82 (77-86) 80 (75-83) 75 (72-80)
Le� school 15 (15-16) 15 (15-16) 16 (15-16)
Retired 60 (58-65) 60 (58-67) 61 (58-65)
Symptom onset
Median (IQR) (months)
Time ago 24 (12-36) 18 (12-24) 21 (12-36)
Type, n (column %)
Gradual 111 (84) 55 (90) 43 (91)
Sudden 13 (10) 5 (8) 0 (-)
Uncertain 8 (6) 1 (1) 4 (9)
Symptom pa�ern n (column %)
Course
Progressive 111 (84) 42 (69) 29 (62)
Stepwise 2 (2) 0 (-) 0 (-)
Regressive 1 (1) 1 (2) 1 (2)
Static 5 (4) 7 (11) 9 (19)
Uncertain 13 (10) 11 (18) 8 (17)
Fluctuation
None 112 (85) 53 (87) 45 (96)
Within one day 12 (9) 5 (8) 1 (2)
Over several days 8 (6) 3 (5) 1 (2)
ACE-III Score median (IQR)
Total (max 100) 69 (61-74) 82 (76-87) 93 (90-95)
GP opinion n (row %)
Normal 6 (18) 9 (26) 19 (56)
CIND 52 (43) 41 (34) 27 (23)
Dementia 74 (86) 11 (13) 1 (1)

Dementia according to ICD-10 definition; MCI according to Petersen definition.
ACE-III Addenbrookes’ Cognitive Examination III; CIND Cognitive impairment, not dementia.

6 | medRχiv Creavin et al. | Judgement for dementia

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 14, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.20.20234062doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.20.20234062
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Fig. 1. STARDdem flowchart for inclusion of participants in the study

Potentially eli-
gible ≈ 1,735 ∗

Referred 456
Not seen 215
Declined 155

Uncontactable 15
Ineligible 45

Ineligible 45
No informant 16

Pre-existing
diagnosis 12
Insu�icient
duration 8

Exclusion criteria 9

Exclusion
criteria 9

Age < 70 years 2
Blind 2

Under psychiatrist 2
Learning

disability 1
Deaf 1

No memory
problems 1

Seen 241

Withdrew 1†

Reference test 240

Assigned category 220‡ Borderline
cases 20

MCI or normal 7
MCI or dementia 12

Unclassifiable 1

Notes re-
view of 220

Abnormal neu-
roimaging 7

None refuting
diagnosis ¶

Classified 240

Dementia 132 CIND 61§ Normal 47

∗ Potentially eligible population derived age specific incidence of dementia (28) and demographics of
the population in the participating practices (34,956 aged over 70 years (29).
† one person had to withdraw part way through the reference test as they were acutely ill
‡ Dementia according to ICD-10 definition
§ of 61 with CIND 59 met criteria for Peterson MCI (49), 1 a�ective disorder, 1 brain injury
§ see Section
¶ One person met criteria for ICD-10 dementia and also had features of normal pressure hydro-
cephalus. Expert review endorsed a reference standard diagnosis of dementia.
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Table 2. Accuracy of GP judgement for the diagnosis of dementia

Sensitivity Specificity PPV NPV LRP LRN
(95% CI) (95% CI) (95% CI) (95% CI) (95% CI) (95% CI)

GP judgement 56 (47 to 65) 89 (81 to 94) 86 (77 to 93) 62 (54 to 70) 5.1 (2.9 to 8.8) 0.49 (0.40 to 0.61)
(n=240)
Age ≥ 80 years 57 (45 to 67) 84 (67 to 94) 89 (77 to 96) 46 (34 to 59) 3.6 (1.7 to 7.6) 0.52 (0.39 to 0.68)
(n=123)
Age < 80 years 55 (40 to 70) 91 (82 to 97) 81 (64 to 93) 75 (65 to 84) 6.5 (2.9 to 15) 0.49 (0.35 to 0.68)
(n=117)
Men 50 (38 to 62) 85 (73 to 93) 79 (64 to 90) 59 (48 to 70) 3.2 (1.7 to 6.2) 0.59 (0.46 to 0.77)
(n= 126)
Women 63 (50 to 74) 94 (84 to 99) 93 (81 to 99) 66 (54 to 77) 10.4 (3.4 to 31.7) 0.40 (0.29 to 0.55)
(n= 114)

LRN negative likelihood ratio LRP positive likelihood ratio NPV negative predictive value PPV positive predictive value

Fig. 2. Decision curve showing net benefit of clinical judgement for diagnosis of dementia at a range of threshold probabilities
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Table 3. Summary of seven studies investigating GP judgement for the diagnosis of dementia

Mannheim Sydney Hawaii Antwerp AgeCoDe France This study
(50) (51) (52) (15) (14) (16)

Participant selection*
Series C C C C R C C
Symptomatic No No** No No No Yes** Yes

Characteristics of participants
Number (index test) 3721 433 303 1003 3242 1453 240
Mean age (years) 76 85 75 75 80 81 80
% Female 70 84 63 63 66 71 47
% with dementia 29 25 9 2 2 50 55

Target condition and verification with reference standard
Verified N 407 105 303 101 22 385 240
Verified % 11 24 100 1 70 26 100

GP Judgement (%)
Not impaired 36 76 33 - 94 48 14
Cognitive impairment 41 - - - - - 40
Dementia 23 19 33 - 6 26 36
Uncertain - 5 33 - - 22 -

Diagnostic accuracy of clinical judgement for dementia
Sensitivity 91 42 - 100 51 73 56
Specificity 76 89 - 100 96 58 89

C Consecutive R Random Symptomatic: symptoms required for participation
% verified = number underwent reference test / number underwent index test %
with dementia = number with dementia / number verified
** Participants were not presenting with symptoms but GPs were asked to maximise the inclusion of people
with suspected dementia – not reported
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Supplementary Note 1: STARDdem checklist
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Section, topic, 
and item 
number 

STARD checklist item Page 

1 Identify the article as a study of diagnostic accuracy (recommend MeSH heading “ 
sensitivity and specificity”) 

1 

2 State the research questions or study aims, such as estimating diagnostic accuracy or 
comparing accuracy between tests or across participant groups 

1 

3 The study population: the inclusion and exclusion criteria, setting and locations 
where data were collected. See also item 4 on recruitment and item 5 on sampling 

1 

4 Participant recruitment: Was recruitment based on presenting symptoms, results 
from previous tests, or the fact that the participants had received the index tests or 
the reference standard? See also item 5 on sampling and item 16 on participant loss 
at each stage of the study 

2 

5 Participant sampling: Was the study population a consecutive series of participants 
defined by the selection criteria in items 3 and 4? If not, specify how participants 
were further selected. See also item 4 on recruitment and item 16 on participant loss 

2 

6 Data collection: Was data collection planned before the index test and reference 
standard were performed (prospective study) or after (retrospective study)? 

2 

7 The reference standard and its rationale 2 
8 Technical specifications of materials and methods involved including how and when 

measurements were taken, and/or cite references for index tests and reference 
standard. See also item 10 concerning the person(s) executing the tests 

2 

9 Definition of and rationale for the units, cutoffs, and/or categories of the results of 
the index tests and the reference standard 

2 

10 The number, training, and expertise of the persons executing and reading the index 
tests and the reference standard. See also item 8 

2 

11 Whether or not the readers of the index tests and reference standard were blinded 
(masked) to the results of the other test and describe any other clinical information 
available to the readers. See also item 7 

2 

12 Methods for calculating or comparing measures of diagnostic accuracy, and the 
statistical methods used to quantify uncertainty (e.g., 95% confidence intervals) 

2 

13 Methods for calculating test reproducibility, if done NA 
14 When study was performed, including beginning and end dates of recruitment 3 
15 Clinical and demographic characteristics of the study population (at least information 

on age, sex, spectrum of presenting symptoms). See also item 18 
6 

16 The number of participants satisfying the criteria for inclusion who did or did not 
undergo the index tests and/or the reference standard; describe why participants 
failed to undergo either test (a flow diagram is strongly recommended). See also 
items 3–5 

7 

17 Time interval between the index tests and the reference standard, and any treatment 
administered in between 

3 

18 Distribution of severity of disease (define criteria) in those with the target condition; 
other diagnoses in participants without the target condition 

6 

19 A cross-tabulation of the results of the index tests (including indeterminate and 
missing results) by the results of the reference standard; for continuous results, the 
distribution of the test results by the results of the reference standard 

6 

20 Any adverse events from performing the index tests or the reference standard 3 
21 Estimates of diagnostic accuracy and measures of statistical uncertainty (e.g., 95% 

confidence intervals). See also item 12 
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22 How indeterminate results, missing data, and outliers of the index tests were handled 3 
23 Estimates of variability of diagnostic accuracy between subgroups of participants, 

readers, or centers, if done 
8 

24 Estimates of test reproducibility, if done. See also item 13 NA 
25 Discuss the clinical applicability of the study findings 3-4 
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