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ABSTRACT 25 

Background: We previously created the PREDIGT Score as an algorithm to predict the 26 

incidence of Parkinson disease. The model rests on a hypothesis-driven formula, 27 

[PR=(E+D+I)xGxT], that uses numerical values for five categories known to modulate 28 

Parkinson’s risk (PR): environmental exposure (E); DNA variants (D); evidence of gene-29 

environment interactions (I); gender (G); and time (T). Notably, the formula does not rely on 30 

motor examination results.  31 

Methods: To evaluate the PREDIGT Score, we tested it in two established case-control cohorts: 32 

‘De Novo Parkinson Study’ (DeNoPa) and ‘Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative’ (PPMI). 33 

Using baseline data from 589 patients and 309 controls enrolled in the DeNoPa and PPMI 34 

cohorts, we evaluated the PREDIGT Score’s discriminative performance in distinguishing 35 

Parkinson’s patients from healthy controls by area-under-the-curve (AUC) analyses.  36 

Findings: When examining cohorts separately and using all available variables in each cohort to 37 

calculate the PREDIGT Score, AUCs were 0.83 (95% CI 0.77-0.89) for DeNoPa and 0.87 (95% 38 

CI 0.84-0.9) for PPMI, respectively, in distinguishing Parkinson disease patients from healthy 39 

individuals. When combining DeNoPa and PPMI data sets by using eleven variables that had 40 

been collected in both cohorts, the PREDIGT Score discriminated patients from controls with an 41 

AUC of 0.84 (95% CI 0.81-0.87). The mean score of Parkinson disease patients was significantly 42 

higher than that of control individuals at 108.48 (�52.08) and 47.33 (�34.1), respectively (p < 43 

0.0001).  44 

Interpretation: Our results demonstrate a robust performance of the original PREDIGT Score in 45 

distinguishing patients diagnosed with Parkinson disease from neurologically healthy subjects 46 

without reliance on motor examination data. In future efforts, the predictive performance of the 47 

algorithm will be studied in longitudinal cohorts of at-risk persons. 48 

Funding: Parkinson Canada, Michael J. Fox Foundation, Department of Medicine (The Ottawa 49 

Hospital), Uttra & Subash Bhargava Family, Paracelsus-Elena-Klinik Kassel, Parkinson Fond 50 

Deutschland, and Deutsche Parkinson Vereinigung. 51 
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INTRODUCTION  53 

Parkinson disease (PD) remains an incurable neurodegenerative condition. The worldwide 54 

prevalence of PD is 6.1 million1 and its incidence is expected to double by 2030.2 As of 2020, no 55 

disease-modifying agents have been approved and no preventive therapy exists to delay the 56 

development of clinical PD. The ability to reliably identify a population at higher risk of PD 57 

could facilitate the design of trials aimed at an early intervention, such as by modifying known 58 

risk factors.  59 

Predicting the onset of PD in neurologically healthy individuals is challenging for two reasons: 60 

one, the incomplete understanding of the disease’s aetiology; and two, the lack of sufficiently 61 

large, prospective cohorts of neurologically healthy participants followed for the development of 62 

PD. Recently, several models have been developed to predict onset and progression of PD using 63 

data analyses-driven and Bayesian classifier-based approaches. Berg et al. developed a three-step 64 

approach with pre-screening for age, followed by primary screening for positive family history 65 

and/or hyposmia, and secondary screening for the presence of augmented S. nigra echogenicity, 66 

as established by transcranial ultrasound. For every 16 positively screened subjects, one 67 

developed PD within three years of follow-up, which corresponded to a sensitivity of 80.0% (95% 68 

CI 44.5%-96.5%), a specificity of 90.6% (95% CI 90.4%-90.7%), and a positive predictive value 69 

of 6.1% (95% CI 3.4%-7.3%).3  70 

A classifying model developed by Nalls et al. included the assessment of olfactory function, 71 

calculation of genetic risk by selecting 30 distinct DNA markers, a family history of PD, age, 72 

and sex. The composite score generated by stepwise logistic regression analysis distinguished 73 

PD patients from healthy controls (HC) in the ‘Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative’ (PPMI) 74 

cohort at an area-under-the-curve (AUC) value of 0.92 (95% CI 0.90-0.95).4 External validation 75 

of this model showed good classification of PD with AUCs � 0.9. 76 

The recently proposed model by Schrag et al., which was based on backward multivariate 77 

logistic regression analysis, showed discriminative power between PD and control subjects of an 78 

AUC of 0.80 (95% CI 0.78-0.81).5 In their approach, neurological and psychiatric variables, such 79 

as tremor, rigidity, difficulty with balance, cognitive decline and depression, were added to the 80 

presence of autonomic variables, which included constipation, hypotension, hypersalivation and 81 

urinary dysfunction.5 82 
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In contrast to these previous studies that relied on statistical methods to develop prediction rules 83 

for PD, the PREDIGT Score is a hypothesis-driven model.6 We previously postulated that the 84 

development of ‘idiopathic’ PD results from contributions by five risk categories: Exposome (E); 85 

genetic susceptibility (DNA variants; D); lasting tissue responses stemming from gene-86 

environment Interactions (I); sex/Gender (G); and age, as in the passage of Time (T). We had 87 

further hypothesized that from these risk elements a final score can be calculated by assigning 88 

values to each category, as computed by the formula: PR=(E+D+I)xGxT.6 Of note, for some risk 89 

categories, where details of variables could be incomplete, such as for an individual’s microbial 90 

exposure history within his/her nasal cavity (E) and/or regarding genetic polymorphisms (D), we 91 

had chosen surrogates, such as hyposmia and family history, respectively.6 Of importance, motor 92 

assessment-based data, as gleaned from routine neurological examinations, were not included in 93 

the original PREDIGT model. 94 

The variables from the five categories (E, D, I, G, T) were selected and assigned with concrete 95 

values based on: (1) the hypothesis that PD is a complex disorder that requires more than one 96 

risk element in its aetiology; (2) an umbrella review of 75 meta-analyses to determine the effect 97 

size of individually selected variables; and (3) a model for pathogenesis that sees a gradual 98 

evolution from a healthy state to a prodromal phase on to the manifestation of cardinal signs, 99 

which result in the diagnosis of PD.7 A related objective was to develop and validate a score to 100 

predict future PD incidence rates in neurologically still healthy individuals.6 101 

As an initial step, we set out to evaluate the discriminative ability of the PREDIGT Score to 102 

distinguish persons that have already been diagnosed with PD from neurologically healthy 103 

controls. To this end, we analyzed data from two well established, previously characterized and 104 

published case-control studies, i.e., the ‘De Novo Parkinson Study’ (DeNoPa)8 and PPMI.9  105 

 106 

METHODS 107 

Source of data and participants 108 

We used de-identified baseline data of DeNoPa and PPMI. The DeNoPa cohort8 is a single-109 

center, observational, longitudinal, Germany-based study of patients with a recent (“de novo”) 110 

diagnosis of PD (UK Brain Bank Criteria10) naïve to L-DOPA at baseline and of age- as well as 111 
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sex-matched, neurologically healthy controls. Exclusion criteria included previously known or 112 

subsequently detected (during longitudinal follow up) conditions, such as normal-pressure 113 

hydrocephalus, cerebrovascular disease, signs or symptoms of atypical PD (e.g., multisystem 114 

atrophy or progressive supranuclear palsy), and medication-induced parkinsonism. Healthy 115 

controls (HC) were recruited through friends and relatives of enrolled PD subjects, other patients 116 

of the hospital-based clinic as well as through newspaper advertisement in early 2009. Controls 117 

had to be without any active, known or previously treated condition of their central nervous 118 

system, which included psychiatric diseases.  119 

The original PPMI study (PPMI-1)9 is an international, multi-centric (n=33), observational, 120 

longitudinal study. PD patients were untreated and diagnosed within the previous two years. A 121 

positive dopamine transporter (DAT) scan, as proven by DAT SPECT imaging, was a study 122 

eligibility criterion. In addition, individuals with other movement disorders were excluded, as 123 

described above for DeNoPa participants. Healthy controls had to have no significant 124 

neurological dysfunction, no first-degree family member of PD, and a Montreal Cognitive 125 

Assessment (MoCA) test score of 26-30 (maximum score 30).  126 

The study was approved by local ethics boards at all participating clinical sites within the 127 

DeNoPa and PPMI cohorts; analyses of de-identified data were approved by the Regulatory 128 

Ethics Board of The Ottawa Hospital (20180010-01H).  129 

 130 

Procedures and statistical analyses 131 

Figure 1 illustrates a summary of our workflow. The published original PREDIGT Score 132 

included 30 variables associated with altered risk for developing PD.6 Among those, 20 variables 133 

were captured between the two study cohorts (DeNoPa, n=19; PPMI, n=14). After excluding 4 134 

variables with free-text data entries (e.g., infection and inflammation history) and low prevalence 135 

of exposure (e.g., MPTP-neurotoxin exposure, known encephalitis), we included 16 variables (as 136 

listed in Figures 2, 4, and Suppl. Table 1). Most variables had a low rate of missing data (<5%); 137 

we used predictive mean matching method for imputation of missing data.11,12 Cerebrospinal 138 

fluid (CSF) biomarker data for total α-synuclein protein and total tau protein concentrations and 139 

genetic risk scores (GRS) had higher missing data rates and could not be reliably imputed. 140 

Therefore, only subjects with complete data sets after their imputation were included: 33.3% of 141 
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originally enrolled DeNoPa participants were excluded due to incomplete α-synuclein and/or tau 142 

data; 12.1% of originally enrolled PPMI participants were excluded due to incomplete α-143 

synuclein, tau, and/or GRS data. Demographic information (such as sex, age) did not show 144 

significant differences between included subjects vs. all other individuals, except for healthy 145 

controls in the DeNoPa cohort, who had a higher proportion (47.4%) opting out of lumbar 146 

puncture tests to collect CSF compared with the PD group (23.5%).  147 

Assessments: Multiple instruments to evaluate non-motor symptoms were used in DeNoPa and 148 

PPMI (for details of screening instruments and their abbreviations, see Suppl. Table 1): in 149 

DeNoPa, recent non-motor symptoms (both severity and frequency) were self-reported using the 150 

MDS-UPDRS I, Scopa-AUT, PD NMSS, and PD NMS questionnaires. MDS-UPDRS I and 151 

Scopa-AUT were also used in PPMI for assessing the non-motor aspects of PD. Questionnaires 152 

for depression (GDS, BDI, MADRS), anxiety (STAI), and REM sleep behavior (RBD SQ) were 153 

also included in at least one of the two cohorts.8, 9 Sniffin’ Sticks-16 test and UPSIT were used in 154 

DeNoPa and PPMI, respectively, to quantify olfactory function. We classified patients as having 155 

normosmia, hyposmia, or anosmia by using published cut off values.13,14 In PPMI, participants’ 156 

inherited risk was summarized using a PD-specific genetic risk score (GRS), as generated from 157 

30 markers implicated and replicated in one or more studies.4 Genetic data of DeNoPa 158 

participants are currently under analysis at the University of Lubeck; hence, family history of PD 159 

was used as a surrogate for missing genetic risk information. Different types of ELISA platforms 160 

were used to quantify the total tau concentration in these two cohorts. CSF biomarkers (for total 161 

α-synuclein and total tau) were therefore transformed for each subject into percent rank to ensure 162 

that data in these two cohorts were comparable.  163 

Data Analyses: Variables such as constipation, depression, anxiety, and REM sleep behaviour 164 

disorder (RBD) were assessed using multiple tools. Assessments that were captured in both 165 

cohorts were selected for further analysis (see Suppl. Table 1). There, multivariate logistic 166 

regression was applied to DeNoPa as the discovery set to generate summary scores of each 167 

variable separately (for details, see Suppl. Table 2). Optimal cut-off values, based on the 168 

maximum of Youden Indices,15 were identified to best distinguish PD patients from healthy 169 

controls. For external validation, the same models and cut-off values were applied to PPMI, and 170 

subsequently, to the combined cohort. The individual contribution of other, independent 171 

predictors was assessed using calculations for odds ratios and AUCs from univariable logistic 172 
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regression analyses and illustrated by forest plots (Figures 2, 4). Based on the criteria shown in 173 

Suppl. Table 1, most variables were transformed into a binary format (positive/negative) or 174 

ordinal format with multiple levels. 175 

The PREDIGT Score of each participant was calculated by adding previously assigned values6 176 

given the status of corresponding variables, as summarized in Suppl. Table 1. Important for this 177 

study, these parameter values were not derived from the PPMI or DeNoPa data sets.  178 

The discriminative performance of the PREDIGT Score was evaluated in three scenarios: 1) The 179 

formula was first tested using the DeNoPa cohort, which captured most of the variables that were 180 

selected in the original PREDIGT Score. 2) The PPMI cohort was then used for further 181 

evaluation. Although some PREDIGT variables were not captured in the current PPMI study 182 

protocol, sufficient results for each category of the original model were available. 3) The third 183 

evaluation was a ‘shared variable’-based analysis, in which participants of the two cohorts were 184 

combined. There, only variables captured in clinical research forms (CRFs) for both cohort 185 

studies were used (Figure 1; see also variables shaded in pink in Suppl. Table 1). Note, the 186 

pooling of DeNoPa and PPMI was made possible because participants in these cohorts had 187 

similar clinical and demographic characteristics (Table 1). 188 

The model was assessed for overall discriminative performance using receiver operating 189 

characteristic (ROC) curves and calculations of corresponding AUC values. Reported sensitivity 190 

and specificity were relative to the optimal threshold identified using the Youden Index. Score 191 

density plots and box plots were used to illustrate the degree of distinction between the scores of 192 

PD vs. HC subjects.  193 

Statistical analyses were performed using ‘R’ (version 3.6.0). Library ‘rms’ was used for logistic 194 

regression; ‘Hmisc’ was used for data imputation; forest plots were plotted using Prism 8.0, other 195 

plots were generated using ‘ggplot2’ in R. 196 

 197 

RESULTS 198 

In the initial analysis, we included 269 DeNoPa subjects (PD: n=159; HC: n=110) and 629 PPMI 199 

individuals (PD: n=430; HC: n=199). Generally, DeNoPa and PPMI participants had comparable 200 

clinical and demographic characteristics (Table 1). PPMI had a higher percentage of PD patients 201 
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(68.4%) than did DeNoPa (59.1%). The sex ratio was similar across cohorts and disease 202 

categorization: approximately two thirds of participants in each group were males. Median ages 203 

and their ranges were comparable across cohort, sex and disease categorization (PD, HC), 204 

although participants in DeNoPa were slightly older than those in PPMI (4 years difference in 205 

median age) and males were slightly older than females, all statistically insignificant (p>0.05). In 206 

both cohorts, we focused on variables previously identified as potentially informative (Suppl. 207 

Table 1).6 Data points related to motor performances were not included in the analysis of the 208 

PREDIGT Score.  209 

DeNoPa cohort. Variables that were included in this evaluation and their individual effect size 210 

of distinguishing PD from healthy controls are listed in Figure 2. Many associations between 211 

variables within PREDIGT categories and PD, such as hyposmia, constipation, caffeinated 212 

beverage intake, family history of PD, depression, anxiety, RBD, and reduction in CSF markers 213 

(total α-synuclein and total tau) were statistically significant, as expected from the literature.6 214 

Among individual variables, the presence of depression (AUC: 0.82), hyposmia (AUC: 0.81), 215 

and constipation (AUC: 0.71) were particularly informative in distinguishing PD from HC 216 

(Figure 2). This univariate analysis supported the assumption stated for the original PREDIGT 217 

Score that these variables within factors ‘E’ and ‘I’ were associated with an altered overall risk 218 

of developing PD. Category ‘D’, where family history was a surrogate for genomic risk, was less 219 

discriminative in the DeNoPa cohort. 220 

As illustrated in the score distribution plot (Figure 3 (a)) for the DeNoPa cohort, the HC group 221 

(n=59) had a lower PREDIGT Score compared with PD patients (n=120). The mean score (+SD) 222 

was significantly (p < 0.0001) lower than that of the PD group at 38.46 (40.83) and 101.84 223 

(53.31), respectively (Figure 3 (b)). The AUC value for the PREDIGT Score in the DeNoPa 224 

cohort was 0.83 (95% CI 0.77-0.89) (Figure 3 (c)). Red dashed lines in Figure 3 (a) and (b) 225 

indicate the optimal threshold (49.2) that corresponds to the maximum value of the Youden 226 

Index. Using 49.2 as the threshold, the PREDIGT Score could distinguish PD patients from HC 227 

subjects in the DeNoPa cohort with 0.88 sensitivity (95% CI 0.81-0.93) and 0.68 specificity (95% 228 

CI 0.56-0.8). 229 

 230 
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 231 

PPMI cohort. Several associations between selected variables and PD diagnosis, such as the 232 

presence of hyposmia, constipation, a positive family history of PD, genetic risk variants, 233 

depression, anxiety, RBD, as well as a reduction in CSF markers (for total α-synuclein and total 234 

tau) were statistically significant (Figure 4), as expected from the literature. In PPMI 235 

participants, hyposmia was particularly informative in distinguishing PD from HC (AUC: 0.82). 236 

Moreover, most variables showed similar diagnostic performances and directions of risk among 237 

the PPMI participants compared to the DeNoPa cohort, except for head trauma. Of note, in the 238 

PPMI cohort, several environmental exposure variables were not captured at the time of 239 

enrolment, which we had included as potentially informative in the original PREDIGT model.  240 

Nevertheless, as illustrated in the score density plot (Figure 5 (a)), in the PPMI cohort, the HC 241 

group (n=173) had a lower PREDIGT Score compared with PD patients (n=374). The difference 242 

between mean scores (+SD) of these two groups was significant (p < 0.0001) at 47.19 (31.82) 243 

and 114.03 (54.69), respectively (Figure 5 (b)). The AUC value for the PREDIGT Score using 244 

the PPMI cohort was 0.87 (95% CI 0.84-0.9) (Figure 5 (c)). Using 69.8 (indicated in Figure 5 (a) 245 

and (b) using red dashed lines) as the optimal threshold, the PREDIGT Score could distinguish 246 

PD patients from HC subjects in PPMI with 0.77 sensitivity (95% CI 0.73-0.81) and 0.82 247 

specificity (95% CI 0.75-0.87). 248 

 249 

Shared variables model. With the utilization of fewer risk modifiers to compute a PREDIGT 250 

Score, we next tested the combined cohort, the DeNoPa study alone and the PPMI study alone. 251 

With only 11 variables included, the corresponding three AUC values were 0.84 (95% CI 0.81-252 

0.87), 0.84 (95% CI 0.78-0.9) and 0.84 (95% CI 0.81-0.88), respectively (Figure 6 (a)). The 253 

mean PREDIGT Scores for PD patients and control individuals in the combined cohort with 11 254 

shared variables were 108.48 (�52.08) and 47.33 (�34.1), respectively (p < 0.0001; Figure 6 255 

(b)).  256 

Note, under the risk category ‘G’, males receive a higher value for sex (1.2) when computing a 257 

PREDIGT Score than females (0.8) (see Suppl. Table 1).6 Within each sex, the discriminative 258 

performance of the PREDIGT Score was generally similar for male and female subjects, as 259 

demonstrated by ROC curves and AUC values. As shown in Suppl. Figure 1, when we applied 260 
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the formula to male subjects and female subjects separately, the results suggested that the 261 

PREDIGT Score was not sex biased, i.e., it didn’t perform significantly better for one sex than 262 

the other.  263 

 264 

DISCUSSION 265 

Here, we assessed the performance of the original PREDIGT Score in two case-control cohorts. 266 

We found that this easy-to-use, formula-based scoring system discriminated PD patients from the 267 

HC group at the time of their enrolment with relatively high accuracy using readily accessible 268 

data and without the reliance on any results for motoric symptoms and signs (Figures 3, 5, 6). 269 

The strengths and implications of this study are: (1) The performance of the PREDIGT Score 270 

was evaluated using two well characterized cohorts in which many (but not all) variables from 271 

the original score sheet had been captured. (2) The outcomes were similar for the single-center 272 

study (DeNoPa) vs. the multi-centric (PPMI) cohort. There, accuracy of the clinical diagnosis 273 

was achieved through annual follow up visits in both cohorts and DAT-scan imaging of all 274 

enrolled patients in PPMI, thereby permitting robust group classification with the elimination of 275 

false positives and reliable algorithm assessment. (3) The numerical values assigned to the 276 

chosen variables were based on published meta-analyses and had previously been reported by us; 277 

therefore, the model can be further tested using other cohorts and populations. (4) The fact that 278 

the shared model achieved similar AUCs with fewer variables, when compared to the cohort-279 

specific evaluations of the PREDIGT Score, suggests that simplification of the original model 280 

could be explored for even greater ease of use in the future. (5) The current version of the 281 

PREDIGT Score sheet is largely based on information collected via validated questionnaires that 282 

need limited involvement by a licensed, clinical practitioner. Of note, the individual effect sizes 283 

of two CSF biomarkers, which require a relatively invasive procedure (i.e., lumbar puncture) and 284 

several analytical steps in the laboratory (e.g., ELISAs), were rather small. Thus, these two 285 

variables could theoretically be removed from a modified version (Figures 2, 4). It follows, that 286 

in the future the PREDIGT Score could be transformed into a screening tool and/or an online 287 

calculator to be completed in practitioners’ offices and/or by subjects at home. If further 288 

validated, the PREDIGT Score could thus be of diagnostic use in routine patient care as well as 289 

in clinical research studies during screening efforts and enrolment steps. (6) Last but not least, 290 
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the ongoing evaluation of the PREDIGT Score’s performance in well-designed cohorts may 291 

inform the complex aetiology and pathogenetic evolution of typical PD. Conversely, newly 292 

emerging epidemiological and mechanistic insights into the development of PD will generate 293 

opportunities to better integrate additional risk elements into updated versions of the PREDIGT 294 

Score sheet, such as those associated with concrete infections and/or microbial colonization 295 

under category ‘E’, and those with evidence of dysregulated inflammation, as determined for 296 

example by cytokines measured in biological fluids, under category ‘I’.16-20    297 

We are aware of the following limitations of this study and will address them in future work. 298 

Individuals enrolled in case-control studies are not always representative of the general 299 

population due to potential selection biases. Especially, the effect sizes of categories ‘G’ and ‘T’, 300 

two important risk modifiers in PD, were not adequately represented in DeNoPa and PPMI due 301 

to their sex- and age-matched study designs. Consequently, the performances of the PREDIGT 302 

Score reported here were rather conservative; therefore, the model’s power to distinguish 303 

between PD and HC subjects in other cohorts/populations, where sex and age are represented 304 

differently, would likely be higher. Because the predicted incidence of disease may be over- or 305 

under-estimated in any case-control cohort, we will also examine and calibrate coefficients of the 306 

PREDIGT Score in population settings during additional validation efforts.21 PREDIGT Scores 307 

reported here are raw scores and they only represent the relative risk (rank) between study 308 

participants within the DeNoPa and PPMI cohorts. Computation of scores that quantify the 309 

absolute risk of PD will require additional, external validation, especially population-level data. 310 

The optimal cut-off values and related sensitivity/specificity results reported here correspond to 311 

the calculated maximum Youden Index. However, in clinical care settings, misclassified subjects 312 

(i.e., false positives and false negatives) may have different outcomes of monitoring, treatment 313 

and experimental interventions. Upon evaluation of the PREDIGT Score model in population 314 

settings, analyses that characterize and quantify implications for misclassified subjects will likely 315 

inform practice-related thresholds applied to clinical use. 316 

DeNoPa and PPMI are two well established cohorts with their design having been informed by 317 

other studies.22,23 Still, there are variables for our analyses that were missing from both cohorts. 318 

For example, given the fact that CRFs in DeNoPa and PPMI had not yet included standardized 319 
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questionnaires to capture subjects’ detailed medical history, select variables had to be eliminated 320 

from our study (Figure 1). Therefore, the results reported here represent an approximation.  321 

With securing access to other cohorts’ data sets in the future, we plan to assess the PREDIGT 322 

Score’s discriminative performance in a similar, case-control manner (e.g., EPIPARK,24 Harvard 323 

Biomarker Study22). We will also undertake the task of assessing its predictive performance in 324 

prospective, longitudinal studies of neurologically healthy persons, who were enrolled after 325 

having been identified as carrying one or more risk factor, a key emphasis in our field, as 326 

highlighted by Noyce et al.25 There, we will seek to interrogate results from those ongoing, 327 

regional cohorts where sufficient data on variables needed for the calculation of the PREDIGT 328 

Score have been collected, such as in: PRIPS (Prospective validation of risk factors for the 329 

development of Parkinson syndromes);26 TREND (Tübingen-based evaluation of risk factors in 330 

the early detection of neurodegeneration);27 PARS (Parkinson At-Risk Syndrome);28 OPDC 331 

(Oxford Parkinson’s Disease Centre study);29 PREDICT-PD;30 Bruneck;31 and Luxembourg 332 

Parkinson’s Study.32 333 

We also noticed that criteria that define concrete variables, which we impute into the PREDIGT 334 

Score sheet, may vary from cohort to cohort. For example, in their CRFs DeNoPa and PPMI 335 

employed different definitions of head trauma, which could explain its opposite effects on the 336 

association with the diagnosis of PD, although neither was statistically significant (Figures 2, 4). 337 

Different ELISA platforms had been used to quantify the total tau concentration in CSF, 338 

although the individual effect size of CSF tau concentration was also relatively small. Rigorously 339 

standardized CRFs and applied methodologies to quantify risk modification across all potential 340 

variables, in particular within the growing fields of exposome-, genome-, and biomarker-based 341 

research,33 will advance our abilities to update the PREDIGT Score and further interrogate it. 342 

In accordance, variables currently captured by free text in the CRFs used in each study, such as 343 

those that relate to medical conditions and test results relevant to category ‘I’,6 need to be 344 

streamlined for subsequent quantification and inclusion. Capturing the detailed medical history 345 

of select chronic conditions, especially those linked to colonization by microbes and bona fide 346 

infections under category ‘E’ resulting in ongoing inflammation under ‘I’ (e.g., due to Crohn’s 347 

disease, hepatitis C and -B, as well as rosacea), are of great interest and will be included in later 348 

revisions of the model. Moreover, our current analysis focused on variables included in the 349 
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original PREDIGT Score. Additional variables captured by CRFs in various cohorts, such as 350 

those related to other non-motor aspects, e.g., urinary dysfunction, sexual dysfunction, apathy, 351 

and fatigue, could also be tested and possibly included in future revisions. Furthermore, both the 352 

DeNoPa and PPMI cohorts employed multiple questionnaire-based data sheets some of which 353 

could be abbreviated to extract the most pertinent items, such as after applying Item Response 354 

Theory and other validated, psychometric methods (e.g., Optimal Scoring).34 355 

Depending on the availability of appropriate cohorts, the model’s diagnostic and predictive 356 

performance model will also be tested on patients with other neurological diseases, including but 357 

not restricted to Alzheimer’s disease (AD), which shares hyposmia with PD as a common risk 358 

factor (or feature of a prodromal state),35 forms of dementia other than AD, as well as atypical 359 

parkinsonism and variants of secondary parkinsonism. We plan to evaluate the performance of 360 

the PREDIGT Score to distinguish PD patients vs. subjects that had ‘scans without evidence of a 361 

dopaminergic deficit’ (SWEDD); this, to better define its true discriminative power in a typical 362 

clinic setting, such as during the first 12-24 months after the onset of a limb tremor and change 363 

in muscle tone. 364 

The currently assigned coefficients of PREDIGT variables are based on published meta-analysis 365 

and our initial hypothesis.6 Although our results demonstrate that the formula underlying the 366 

PREDIGT Score is relatively accurate in distinguishing PD from HC, the model’s performance 367 

could -in theory- also be improved by adjusting coefficients using statistical methods and 368 

available machine learning techniques. We have recently begun that work. 369 

As envisioned, the ultimate goal of a fully validated PREDIGT Score is to identify at-risk 370 

individuals before the onset of parkinsonism and thus enable interventions aimed at reducing the 371 

incidence of PD. Three variables within the PREDIGT categories, namely ‘D’, ‘G’ and ‘T’, will 372 

not be amenable to interventions. However, cumulative exposure to protective agents, potentially 373 

harmful microbes, and neurotoxicants within the environment (‘E’) as well as select tissue 374 

responses to gene-environment interactions (‘I’), such as chronic inflammation and related 375 

dysregulation of α-synuclein outside and/or inside the central nervous system, could well 376 

represent targets for engagement in the future. Hence, a screening tool, such as a paper-based 377 

questionnaire and/or online calculator, will be developed and field tested to examine the utility of 378 

the PREDIGT Score in both clinic and home settings. 379 
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Last but not least, the successful validation of the PREDIGT Score, and possibly, our approach 380 

to deconstruct ‘idiopathic’ PD, could serve as a template for the aetiological modeling and 381 

mathematical interrogation of other complex syndromes in long-lived humans, such as coronary 382 

heart disease, diabetes and dementia. 383 

 384 

  385 
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LEGENDS 517 

 518 

FIGURES 519 

Figure 1: Workflow of this study.  520 

n.s.=not standardized. DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson Study. PPMI=Parkinson’s Progression 521 

Marker Initiative. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior Disorder. 522 

 523 

Figure 2: Effect sizes of fifteen selected variables in the DeNoPa cohort.  Overall effect sizes 524 

for each variable, as summarized by the OR [95% CI], the AUC values from corresponding 525 

univariate logistic regression analyses, and the numbers and percentages (%) of positive cases in 526 

the PD and HC groups. The cut off value for age (i.e., 71.5 years of age) corresponds to the 527 

maximum Youden Index to best differentiate PD from HC subjects.  528 

n.a.=not available. DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PD=Parkinson disease. HC=healthy controls. 529 

OR= odds ratio. CI=confidence interval. ROC=receiver operating characteristic. AUC=area 530 

under the ROC curve. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior Disorder. CSF=Cerebrospinal fluid. 531 

 532 

Figure 3: Cohort-specific evaluation of the PREDIGT Score performance using the 533 

DeNoPa cohort.  (a) Score density plot; (b) box plot; and (c) ROC curve. The colour blue 534 

represents the HC group, pink represents PD patients. The mean score (with standard deviation) 535 

of healthy controls at 38.46 (±40.83) was significantly lower when compared to the PD group at 536 

101.84 (±53.31) (p<0.0001). Red, dashed lines in panels (a), (b) and the cross in (c) indicate the 537 

optimal threshold (score, 49.2) to distinguish between PD and HC groups corresponding to the 538 

maximum Youden Index (specificity, 0.68; sensitivity, 0.88). Light blue shading in the ROC 539 

curve indicates the bootstrap-estimated 95% CI within the AUC. 540 

DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PD=Parkinson disease. HC=healthy controls. ROC=receiver 541 

operating characteristic. AUC=area under the ROC curve. CI=confidence interval. 542 

 543 

Figure 4: Effect sizes of twelve selected variables in the PPMI cohort. Overall effect sizes for 544 

each variable, as summarized by the OR [95% CI], the AUC values from corresponding 545 

univariate logistic regression analyses, and the numbers and percentages (%) of positive cases in 546 
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the PD and HC groups. The cut off value for age (i.e., 45.5 years of age) corresponds to the 547 

maximum Youden Index to best differentiate PD from HC subjects.  548 

n.a.=not available. PPMI=The Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. PD=Parkinson disease. 549 

HC=healthy control. OR= odds ratio. CI=confidence interval. ROC=receiver operating 550 

characteristic. AUC=area under the ROC curve. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior Disorder. 551 

CSF=Cerebrospinal fluid. 552 

 553 

Figure 5: Cohort-specific evaluation of the PREDIGT Score performance using the PPMI 554 

cohort. (a) Score density plot; (b) box plot; and (c) ROC curve. The colour blue represents the 555 

HC group, pink represents PD patients. The mean score (with standard deviation) of healthy 556 

controls at 47.19 (±31.82) was significantly lower than that of the PD group at 114.03 (±54.69) 557 

(p<0.0001). Red, dashed lines in panels (a), (b) and the cross in (c) indicate the optimal threshold 558 

(score, 69.8) to distinguish between PD and HC groups corresponding to the maximum Youden 559 

Index (specificity, 0.82; sensitivity, 0.77). Light blue shading in the ROC curve indicates the 560 

bootstrap-estimated 95% CI within the AUC. 561 

DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PD=Parkinson disease. HC=healthy controls. ROC=receiver 562 

operating characteristic. AUC=area under the ROC curve. CI=confidence interval. 563 

 564 
Figure 6: Evaluation of an eleven shared variables-based PREDIGT Score in the combined 565 

DeNoPa and PPMI cohorts. (a) Score density plot; (b) box plot; and (c) ROC curves. The 566 

colour blue represents the combined HC group, dark pink represents the combined PD group. 567 

The mean score (standard deviation) of healthy controls was significantly lower than that of the 568 

PD group at 47.33 (±34.1) and 108.48 (±52.08), respectively (p < 0.0001). Red, dashed lines in 569 

figure (a), (b) and cross in (c) represent the optimal threshold (69.8) that corresponds to the 570 

maximum Youden Index to differentiate HC from PD subjects in the combined cohort. Indicated 571 

sensitivity and specificity values in (c) are corresponding to AUC values for each individual 572 

study and the combined cohort based on PREDIGT Scores that use eleven shared variables.  573 

DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PPMI=The Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. 574 

PD=Parkinson disease. HC=healthy controls. ROC=receiver operating characteristic. AUC=area 575 

under the ROC curve. CI=confidence interval. 576 

 577 
 578 
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES 579 

Supplementary Figure 1: Probing for sex effects in the performance of an eleven shared 580 

variables-based performance of the PREDIGT Score in the DeNoPa and PPMI studies as 581 

well as the combined cohort. (a), (b), and (c) show ROC curves for the combined cohort, the 582 

DeNoPa study, and the PPMI cohort, respectively. Black curves represent all subjects, red curves 583 

represent female participants, and green curves represent male subjects. Indicated sensitivity and 584 

specificity values are corresponding to AUC values for each sex individually and both sexes 585 

taken together in the cohorts tested based on a PREDIGT Score model that use eleven shared 586 

variables.  587 

DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PPMI=The Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. 588 

ROC=receiver operating characteristic. CI=confidence interval. 589 

 590 

TABLES 591 

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of adults enrolled in the single-centre DeNoPa and 592 

multi-centric PPMI cohorts.    593 

Data are n (%), or median (min-max). DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson Study. PPMI=Parkinson’s 594 

Progression Marker Initiative.  595 

 596 

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 597 

Supplementary Table 1: Select variables and their previously assigned values within five 598 

categories that are entered into the PREDIGT Score formula [PR=(E+D+I)xGxT)]. The 599 

eleven variables, which were captured in both DeNoPa and PPMI cohorts and included in the 600 

‘shared evaluation’ of the PREDIGT Score (as shown in Figure 6) are shaded in pink. 601 

DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson Study. PPMI=Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. 602 

PD=Parkinson disease. MH=Medical History. MDS-UPDRS=Movement Disorder Society-603 

Sponsored Revision of the Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale. Scopa-AUT=Scale for 604 

Outcomes in PD for Autonomic Symptoms. PD NMS=Non-Movement Problems in Parkinson’s. 605 

PD NMSS=Non-Motor Symptom assessment scale for Parkinson’s Disease. UPSIT=University 606 

of Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test. CSF=Cerebrospinal fluid. UPDRS=Unified 607 

Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale. GDS=Geriatric Depression Scale (Short Version). 608 

BDI=Beck's Depression Inventory. MADRS=Montgomery-Asberg Depression Scale. 609 
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STAI=State Trait Anxiety Inventory. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior Disorder. RBD SQ=The REM 610 

Sleep Behavior Disorder Screening Questionnaire. 611 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.29.20240028doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.29.20240028


Figure 1: Workflow of this study. n.s.=not standardized. DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson Study. 
PPMI=Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior Disorder. 

30 variables in the original PREDIGT model

19 different variables captured in 
baseline assessment forms used in 

cohort 1: DeNoPa

14 different variables captured in 
baseline assessment forms used in 

cohort 2: PPMI

In PPMI, 2 variables excluded:
• MPTP exposure: not captured;
• Encephalitis: not captured;
• Chronic infection: n.s.
• Chronic inflammation: n.s.

Discriminative performances to differentiate 
Parkinson disease from neurological health in 
chosen cohorts via ROC and AUC calculations 

PREDIGT scores generated by imputing 
multiple risk modulators using previously 
assigned coefficients for each variable

‘Shared’ evaluation of PREDIGT Score 
performance in combined cohorts: 

Inclusion of data for 11 variables that 
had been collected in both cohorts

‘Cohort-specific’ evaluations of 
PREDIGT Score performance: 

Specific to each cohort, inclusion of all 
data entries for either 15 or 12 variables

In DeNoPa, 4 variables excluded:
• MPTP exposure: 0 event;
• Encephalitis: 1 event;
• Chronic infection: n.s.
• Chronic inflammation: n.s.

Data preparation:

PREDIGT Score evaluation:

Variables with multiple assessment forms were 
captured in both cohorts:

Constipation; Depression; Anxiety; RBD

Analysis of variables with 
multiple assessment forms:

For these four variables, scores summarizing 
multiple assessment results were calculated 
using a logistic regression analysis approach:

Discovery set:  DeNoPa
Test sets:         PPMI; both cohorts combined
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Figure 2: Effect sizes of fifteen selected variables in the DeNoPa cohort. Overall effect sizes for 
each variable, as summarized by the OR [95% CI], the AUC values from corresponding univariate 
logistic regression analyses, and the numbers and percentages (%) of positive cases in the PD and 
HC groups. The cut off value for age (i.e., 71.5 years of age) corresponds to the maximum Youden 
Index to best differentiate PD from HC subjects. 
n.a.=not available. DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PD=Parkinson disease. HC=healthy controls. OR= 
odds ratio. CI=confidence interval. ROC=receiver operating characteristic. AUC=area under the 
ROC curve. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior Disorder. CSF=Cerebrospinal fluid.
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OR [95% CI] AUC PD (%) HC (%)
16.63 [8.42 – 34.93] 0.81 113 (71.07) 14 (12.73)
4.46 [2.57 – 7.85] 0.71 103 (64.78) 32 (29.09)

1.23 [0.72 – 2.11] 0.52 61 (38.36) 37 (33.64)
0.86 [0.29 – 2.59] 0.5 10 (6.29) 8 (7.27)
0.68 [0.37 – 1.24] 0.46 35 (22.01) 32 (29.36)
0.66 [0.39 – 1.14] 0.54 50 (31.45) 45 (40.91)

0.42 [0.21 – 0.81] 0.58 113 (71.07) 94 (85.45)
3.63 [1.16 – 15.12] 0.54 19 (12.1) 4 (3.64)
n.a.

11.69 [6.21 – 22.97] 0.82 111 (69.81) 18 (16.36)
6.78 [2.54 – 22.87] 0.6 39 (24.53) 5 (4.55)
3.29 [1.38 – 8.78] 0.58 41 (33.33) 8 (13.11)
2.73 [1.56 – 4.82] 0.64 123 (77.36) 61 (55.45)

2.51 [1.24 – 5.29] 0.58 57 (46.72) 16 (25.81)
1.25 [0.73 – 2.13] 0.53 105 (66.04) 67 (60.91)
2.87 [1.44 – 6.00] 0.53 47 (29.56) 14 (12.73)
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Figure 3: Cohort-specific evaluation of the PREDIGT Score performance using the DeNoPa 
cohort. (a) Score density plot; (b) box plot; and (c) ROC curve. The colour blue represents the HC 
group, pink represents PD patients. The mean score (with standard deviation) of healthy controls at 
38.46 (±40.83) was significantly lower when compared to the PD group at 101.84 (±53.31) 
(p<0.0001). Red, dashed lines in panels (a), (b) and the cross in (c) indicate the optimal threshold 
(score, 49.2) to distinguish between PD and HC groups corresponding to the maximum Youden Index 
(specificity, 0.68; sensitivity, 0.88). Light blue shading in the ROC curve indicates the bootstrap-
estimated 95% CI within the AUC.
DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PD=Parkinson disease. HC=healthy controls. ROC=receiver operating 
characteristic. AUC=area under the ROC curve. CI=confidence interval.
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Figure 4: Effect sizes of twelve selected variables in the PPMI cohort. Overall effect sizes for each 
variable, as summarized by the OR [95% CI], the AUC values from corresponding univariate logistic 
regression analyses, and the numbers and percentages (%) of positive cases in the PD and HC groups. 
The cut off value for age (i.e., 45.5 years of age) corresponds to the maximum Youden Index to best 
differentiate PD from HC subjects. 
n.a.=not available. PPMI=The Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. PD=Parkinson disease. 
HC=healthy control. OR= odds ratio. CI=confidence interval. ROC=receiver operating characteristic. 
AUC=area under the ROC curve. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior Disorder. CSF=Cerebrospinal fluid.

OR [95% CI] AUC PD (%) HC (%)
16.3 [10.47-25.76] 0.82 383 (89.7) 69 (34.67)

4.12 [2.77-6.21] 0.67 232 (53.95) 44 (22.11)
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6.34 [3.22-13.95] 0.6 108 (25.17) 10 (5.03)
2.82 [1.84-4.4] 0.63 163 (42.56) 37 (20.79)

2.56 [1.73-3.83] 0.6 187 (43.49) 46 (23.12)
2.41 [1.59-3.65] 0.64 362 (84.19) 137 (68.84)
2.40 [1.59-3.66] 0.63 165 (38.37) 41 (20.6)
1.58 [1.09-2.30] 0.58 178 (42.58) 62 (31.96)

1.42 [0.93-2.18] 0.59 118 (28.16) 42 (21.65)
1.06 [0.73-1.52] 0.51 282 (65.58) 128 (64.32)
2.10 [1.09-4.03 0.52 406 (94.42) 177 (88.94)
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Figure 5: Cohort-specific evaluation of the PREDIGT Score performance using the PPMI 
cohort. (a) Score density plot; (b) box plot; and (c) ROC curve. The colour blue represents the HC 
group, pink represents PD patients. The mean score (with standard deviation) of healthy controls at 
47.19 (±31.82) was significantly lower than that of the PD group at 114.03 (±54.69) (p<0.0001). Red, 
dashed lines in panels (a), (b) and the cross in (c) indicate the optimal threshold (score, 69.8) to 
distinguish between PD and HC groups corresponding to the maximum Youden Index (specificity, 
0.82; sensitivity, 0.77). Light blue shading in the ROC curve indicates the bootstrap-estimated 95% CI 
within the AUC.
DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PD=Parkinson disease. HC=healthy controls. ROC=receiver operating 
characteristic. AUC=area under the ROC curve. CI=confidence interval.
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Figure 6: Evaluation of an eleven shared variables-based PREDIGT Score in the combined 
DeNoPa and PPMI cohorts. (a) Score density plot; (b) box plot; and (c) ROC curves. The colour
blue represents the combined HC group, dark pink represents the combined PD group. The mean 
score (standard deviation) of healthy controls was significantly lower than that of the PD group at 
47.33 (±34.1) and 108.48 (±52.08), respectively (p < 0.0001). Red, dashed lines in figure (a), (b) 
and cross in (c) represent the optimal threshold (69.8) that corresponds to the maximum Youden 
Index to differentiate HC from PD subjects in the combined cohort. Indicated sensitivity and 
specificity values in (c) are corresponding to AUC values for each individual study and the 
combined cohort based on PREDIGT Scores that uses eleven shared variables. 
DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PPMI=The Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. PD=Parkinson 
disease. HC=healthy controls. ROC=receiver operating characteristic. AUC=area under the ROC 
curve. CI=confidence interval.
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Supplementary Figure 1: Probing for sex effects in the performance of an eleven shared 
variables-based performance of the PREDIGT Score in the DeNoPa and PPMI studies as 
well as the combined cohort. (a), (b), and (c) show ROC curves for the combined cohort, the 
DeNoPa study, and the PPMI cohort, respectively. Black curves represent all subjects, red curves 
represent female participants, and green curves represent male subjects. Indicated sensitivity and 
specificity values are corresponding to AUC values for each sex individually and both sexes taken 
together in the cohorts tested based on a PREDIGT Score model that uses eleven shared variables. 
DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson. PPMI=The Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. 
ROC=receiver operating characteristic. CI=confidence interval.
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Table 1: Demographic characteristics of adults enrolled in the single-centre DeNoPa and multi-centric PPMI cohorts  

 

.. DeNoPa PPMI 

.. Case Control p Case Control p 
Characteristic n (%) = 159 (59.1) n (%) = 110 (40.9) .. n (%) = 430 (68.4) n (%) = 199 (31.6) .. 
Male 105 (66.04) 67 (60.91) 0.4 282 (65.58) 128 (64.32) 0.8 
Age at baseline (years) 66 (40-85) 65.5 (44-84) 0.6 62 (34-85) 62 (31-84) 0.4 

Male 66 (40-85) 67 (44-84) 0.8 63 (35-85) 63 (31-83) 0.7 
Female 67.5 (41-84) 64 (51-74) 0.3 61 (34-82) 60 (31-84) 0.4 
10-year age brackets .. .. .. .. .. .. 

<40 0 (0) 0 (0) .. 13 (3.02) 9 (4.52) .. 
40–50 8 (5.03) 2 (1.82) .. 37 (8.6) 20 (10.05) .. 
50–60 38 (23.9) 22 (20) .. 116 (26.98) 54 (27.14) .. 
60–70 52 (32.7) 57 (51.82) .. 168 (39.07) 73 (36.68) .. 
70–80 54 (33.96) 28 (25.45) .. 88 (20.47) 37 (18.59) .. 
80+ 7 (4.4) 1 (0.91) .. 8 (1.86) 6 (3.02) .. 

 

Data are n (%), or median (min–max). DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson Study. PPMI=Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative.  
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Supplementary Table 1: Select variables and their previously assigned values within five categories that are entered into the 

PREDIGT Score formula [PR=(E+D+I)xGxT)]. The eleven variables, which were captured in both DeNoPa and PPMI cohorts and 

included in the ‘shared evaluation’ of the PREDIGT Score (as shown in Figure 6) are shaded in pink. 
 

Factor E: Exposome        

Type of modifier (or surrogate)  Assigned value DeNoPa PPMI 

Neurotoxicant exposure   
  

i.v. Mn2+/metal exposure (each event)  0.5 Metal related work; Heavy metal poisoning n.a. 

Pesticide exposure/Farm life  0.25 Agricultural work; Pesticide/Herbicide exposure n.a. 

Head trauma    

Specific questions about severe head trauma MH Concussive event(s) 1 

Subconcussive event(s) 0.5 

Constipation  0.5 MDS UPDRS: 1.11; SCOPA AUT: 05, 06. MDS UPDRS: 1.11; SCOPA AUT: 05, 06. 

    PD NMS: 05; PD NMSS: 21. MH 

Reduced olfaction   

Sniffin' Sticks 16; PD NMS 02; PD NMSS 28. UPSIT Anosmia 1 

Hyposmia 0.5 

Smoking   

Specific questions about smoking history n.a. 

Current >= 20 years -0.75 

Current 11-19 years -0.5 

Past >= 20 years -0.25 

Past 11-19 years -0.125 

Any <= 10 years -0.0625 

Caffeine intake    

Specific questions about caffeinated beverage intake n.a. >= 2 cups/day recent -0.25 

>= 1 cups/day recent -0.125 
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Factor D: DNA       

Gene/Family history  Assigned value     

Family history of disease   

Family history of PD Family history of PD 
1st degree relative 0.5 

2nd degree relative 0.25 

3rd degree relative 0.125 

DNA variant (disease-linked) 0.25  n.a.  Genetic risk score 

Factor I: Initiation of tissue response        

Type of pathophysiological effect  Assigned value DeNoPa PPMI 

Biomarkers (CSF)       

total α-synuclein reduction 0.25 CSF Biomarkers: α-synuclein (pg/mL) CSF Biomarkers: α-synuclein (pg/mL) 

total tau reduction 0.25 CSF Biomarkers: t-tau (pg/mL) CSF Biomarkers: t-tau (pg/mL) 

Presence of depression  0.25 MDS UPDRS: 1.3; GDS; MH. MDS UPDRS: 1.3; GDS; MH. 

    
PD NMS: 16; PD NMSS: 10; UPDRS 1: 3; PDQ39: 17; 
BDI; MADRS 

  

Presence of anxiety 0.25 MDS UPDRS: 1.4; MH. MDS UPDRS: 1.4; MH. 

    PD NMS: 17; PD NMSS: 09; PDQ39: 21 STAI 

Presence of REM-sleep behaviour 
disorder  

0.25 RBD SQ; MH RBD SQ; MH 

    PD NMS: 25; RBD diagnosis using polysomnogram   

Factor G: Gender (Sex)   DeNoPa PPMI 

Male 1.2 
Sex Sex 

Female 0.8 

Factor T: Time (Age)   DeNoPa PPMI 

Age Subject’s actual age  Age at baseline visit Age at baseline visit 

 

DeNoPa=De Novo Parkinson Study. PPMI=Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative. PD=Parkinson disease. MH=Medical History. 

MDS-UPDRS=Movement Disorder Society-Sponsored Revision of the Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale. Scopa-AUT=Scale 
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for Outcomes in PD for Autonomic Symptoms. PD NMS=Non-Movement Problems in Parkinson’s. PD NMSS=Non-Motor Symptom 

assessment scale for Parkinson’s Disease. UPSIT=University of Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test. CSF=Cerebrospinal fluid. 

UPDRS=Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale. GDS=Geriatric Depression Scale (Short Version). BDI=Beck's Depression 

Inventory. MADRS=Montgomery-Asberg Depression Scale. STAI=State Trait Anxiety Inventory. RBD=REM Sleep Behavior 

Disorder. RBD SQ=The REM Sleep Behavior Disorder Screening Questionnaire. 
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Supplementary Table 2: Summary scores for four variables generated by logistic regression analysis of multiple assessments-
based data shared in the combined cohorts: constipation, depression, anxiety, and REM-sleep behaviour disorder (RBD).  
 
Predicted logit of (Constipation) = -0.2934 + 0.7199 * MDS.UPDRS.1.11 + 0.0098 * SCOPA.AUT.05 + 1.0119 * SCOPA.AUT.06 

Predicted logit of (Depression) = -0.693 + 2.3151 * MDS.UPDRS.1.03 + 0.3433 * GDS + (-0.8612) * Depression.history 

Predicted logit of (Anxiety) = 0.156 + 1.6518 * MDS.UPDRS.1.04 + 0.4457 * Anxiety.history 

Predicted logit of (RBD) = -0.2571 + 0.1986 * RBD.SQ + 5.9784 * RBD.history 
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