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Abstract

Objectives: This paper has three objectives: 1) examine agreement between common mental
disorders (CMDs) derived from primary health care records and repeated CMD questionnaire data
from ALSPAC (the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children); 2) explore the factors affecting
CMD identification in primary care records; and 3) taking ALSPAC as the reference standard, to
construct models predicting ALSPAC-derived CMDs using primary care data.

Design and Setting: Prospective cohort study (ALSPAC) with linkage to electronic primary care data.

Participants: Primary care records were extracted for 11,807 ALSPAC participants (80% of the 14,731
eligible participants). The number of participants with both linked primary care and ALSPAC CMD
data varied between 3,633 (age 15/16) to 1,298 (age 21/22).

Outcome measures: Outcome measures from ALSPAC data were diagnoses of suspected depression
and/or CMDs. For the primary care data, Read codes for diagnosis, symptoms and treatment were
used to indicate the presence of depression and CMDs.

For each time point, sensitivities and specificities (using ALSPAC-derived CMDs as the reference
standard) were calculated and the factors associated with identification of primary care-based CMDs
in those with suspected ALSPAC-derived CMDs explored. Lasso models were then performed to
predict ALSPAC CMDs from primary care data.

Results: Sensitivities were low for CMDs (range: 3.5 to 19.1%) and depression (range: 1.6 to 34.0%),
while specificities were high (nearly all >95%). The strongest predictor of identification in the
primary care data was symptom severity. The lasso models had relatively low prediction rates,
especially for out-of-sample prediction (deviance ratio range: -1.3 to 12.6%), but improved with age.

Conclusions: Even with predictive modelling using all available information, primary care data
underestimate CMD rates compared to estimates from population-based studies. Research into the
use of free-text data or secondary care information is needed to improve the predictive accuracy of
models using clinical data.

Keywords: ALSPAC, Common Mental Disorders, Depression, Primary Care Data, Data Linkage,
Predictive Modelling
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Strengths and limitations of this study

e We used a large prospective cohort (ALSPAC) and were able to link these data to individuals’
electronic primary care records, with this linkage data covering ~80% of the cohort.

e We used validated mental health questionnaires to assess depression and common mental
disorders among the ALSPAC cohort, which we treat as our ‘reference standard’.

e We were able to assess agreement between ALSPAC data and electronic primary care data
for common mental disorders across adolescence and into adulthood, a key life transition
and period where mental health problems often emerge.

e There is a risk of selection bias, as many participants with primary care data did not have
ALSPAC mental health measures, while primary care data coverage also decreased with age;
continued participation in both cases is likely to be non-random.

e  For this study we assumed that the common mental disorder data from ALSPAC are the
‘reference standard’ against which the primary care data should be compared; however, this
data may also be subject to misclassification.

e The available linkage data consisted of primary care Read codes, which misses data from
other clinical sources, such as secondary care or from primary care free-text data.
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Introduction

Common mental disorders (CMDs; depression and anxiety) are a leading cause of morbidity,
disability and premature death worldwide [1]. Rates of CMDs have increased over the past few
decades [2], including in adolescence and early adulthood [3], where these conditions frequently
first appear [4,5]. The prevalence of CMDs in childhood and adolescence (age 5-16) in the UK is
estimated to be 4% [6], rising to 16% among 16-24 year-olds [7]; these can have significant long-
term consequences, including on education, quality-of-life, employment and physical and mental
health [5,8,9].

Assessing the prevalence of CMDs in the population, especially in adolescence, is essential for
monitoring, research and planning of appropriate public health services. Estimates of prevalence
could be from population studies (which are expensive and time-consuming to conduct), or using
primary (General Practitioner; GP) and secondary (hospital and specialised healthcare services) care
records [10-13]. However, CMDs are often under-diagnosed in routine primary care data (the so-
called ‘clinical iceberg’ phenomenon), with over half of all depressed patients with clinical symptoms
of depression not recognised as such [14,15]. Reasons for this include: individuals with CMDs not
visiting their GP [16]; GPs misdiagnosing, or being reticent in diagnosing, CMDs [15]; and GPs
increasingly recording symptoms, rather than specific diagnoses [17]. This ‘clinical iceberg’ may be
particularly prevalent among children and adolescents, who may be less likely to visit their GP.
Additionally, GPs may fail to identify, or be less willing to diagnose CMDs or prescribe anti-
depressants to these groups [18-20]. Primary care physicians frequently refer to secondary care
services, such as Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS; [21]), again contributing to
the under-reporting of adolescent CMDs in primary care records.

To assess the accuracy of primary care-derived CMD rates, these must be compared against a
reference standard [16]. A systematic review in adults found that, relative to a reference standard,
specificity is generally high (few false positives) but sensitivity is rather low (many false negatives;
[12]). Previous research from the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC)
compared linked primary care records at age 17/18 against CMDs measured on 1,562 participants
via the revised Clinical Interview Schedule (CIS-R) [10]. Using CIS-R as the reference standard, this
study found that — similar to findings in adults - sensitivities were low while specificities were high.
Together, these findings suggest that primary care data may significantly underestimate the
prevalence of CMDs in the population.

Previous UK research has shown that greater symptom severity is the strongest predictor of
attending primary care regarding mental health [16]. Other factors, such as age, sex and
employment status, also predicted accessing primary care, but their contributions were weaker [16].
In contrast, a smaller US study of individuals with depressive symptoms found no demographic
differences between those who sought help and those who did not, although symptom severity
again predicted help-seeking behaviour [22]. Sociodemographic factors may play a role in access to
primary care, recognition of symptoms, and access to treatment, which contribute to continuing
health inequalities [23,24]. For instance, a UK study found that both non-British ethnicity and low
socioeconomic position predicted lower rates of CMD detection in primary care records during the
maternal period [25]. Even if individuals with a CMD do contact a physician, the likelihood of
receiving treatment is also dependent on symptom severity, as well as socio-demographic factors
[26,27].

Models predicting ‘true’ CMD status from variables available in primary care records could help to
identify the prevalence of individuals with ‘missing’ CMDs as well as the factors predicting these
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cases. Previous work has predicted CMDs based on an Australian dataset [28], but did not use
primary care records, so its utility may be limited as some relevant factors are unlikely to be present
in routine health records (e.g., job satisfaction, social isolation, being a carer, having a partner, etc.).
Research using only primary care record data to predict validated measures of CMDs from
population-based studies are therefore required.

This study has three aims:

1) Replicate and expand the results of a previous ALSPAC study at age 17/18 (~2,800
participants [10]) by including additional participants with linkage data (~12,000 participants
[29,30]), and explore agreement between primary care records and cohort data across
multiple time points over adolescence and young adulthood (ages 15-23).

2) Assess the factors impacting rates of identification in primary care records.

3) Construct a prediction model, with ALSPAC-measured CMDs as the outcome, to predict CMD
status using only primary care data.

Methods
Study Design and Participants

ALSPAC is a pregnancy-based longitudinal birth cohort which recruited pregnant women in the
Bristol area of southwest England with an expected delivery date between 1st April 1991 and 31st
December 1992 [31,32]. AS total of 14,541 eligible pregnancies were initially recruited into the
study, with a total of 14,676 foetuses, resulting in 14,062 live births, of which 13,988 were alive at
one year of age. After further waves of post-natal recruitment, as of February 2019 there are a total
of 14,901 study child participants enrolled in ALSPAC who were alive at one year [30]. These children
and their parents have been followed since birth, with detailed data collected via questionnaires, in-
person clinic assessments, and linkage to routine data sets. The study website contains details of all
available data through a fully searchable data dictionary and variable search tool:
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/alspac/researchers/our-data/. From 22 years onwards data were collected
and managed using REDCap electronic data capture tools hosted at the University of Bristol [33].

When the study children reached legal adulthood (age 18), ALSPAC initiated a postal fair processing
campaign to formally re-enrol the children into the study (prior to this parent-based consent was
mandatory, although from age 9 children assented to data collection as well) and to simultaneously
seek opt-out permission for ALSPAC to link to their health and administrative records [34]. Linkage to
primary care records was carried out following this campaign and electronic primary care records
have been extracted for nearly 12,000 study children [30]. This linkage is described in more detail in
the supplementary material (see also [29]).

In total, 14,731 ALSPAC participants were eligible for our study, comprising all enrolled singletons
and twins who were alive at 1 year of age and had not withdrawn consent from the study. Of this
total sample, 13,113 participants were sent fair processing materials, of which 368 (2.8%) dissented
to linkage. Primary care records (although not necessarily for the entire time period) were extracted
for 11,807 of these individuals (80% of the original 14,731 eligible participants; 90% of the 13,113
sent fair processing materials). Note that there are several dynamic factors that affect inclusion
eligibility in these analyses (e.g., study enrolment status and linkage quality to the NHS Person
Demographics Service, PDS). Therefore, the numbers reported here may differ from the numbers
reported in the ALSPAC primary care linkage data note (currently in preparation).
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The current study includes ALSPAC data from multiple time points between the ages of 15 and 23
(table 1), from either clinic or questionnaire data collections. The age 15/16 and 17/18 clinics
collected data on both depression and anxiety; at the other time points only depression was
assessed. Linked primary care record data coverage decreases with age because the linkage data
primarily covers the Bristol area; as many participants moved away as they reached adulthood (e.g.
for university or work) they are lost from the linked dataset.

Table 1: Details of ALSPAC data used and coverage with primary care linkage data.

Age (time point) Measure # with ALSPAC | # of these with
CMD data primary care data (%)

Age 15/16 (TF3 DAWBA (Depression & anxiety) | 5,332 3,663 (68.7%)

clinic)

Age 16/17 (CCS SMFQ (Depression only) 4,950 3,213 (64.9%)

questionnaire)

Age 17/18 (TF4 CIS-R (Depression & anxiety) 4,534 3,084 (68%)

clinic)

Age 18/19 (CCT SMFQ (Depression only) 3,302 1,982 (60%)

questionnaire)

Age 21/22 (YPA SMFQ (Depression only) 3,283 1,298 (39.5%)

questionnaire)

Age 22/23 (YPB SMFQ (Depression only) 3,896 1,325 (34%)

questionnaire)

DAWBA: Development and Well-Being Assessment; SMFQ: Short Mood and Feelings Questionnaire;
CIS-R: Clinical Interview Schedule — Revised.

Patient and Public Involvement Statement

ALSPAC has an advisory panel of >30 participants who meet bimonthly to advise on study design,
methodology and acceptability. ALSPAC communicates with participants via regular newsletters and
has an active website and social media presence.

ALSPAC data

At the age 15/16 clinic, depression and anxiety were assessed using the Development and Well-
Being Assessment (DAWBA) interview [35], which estimates the probability of several psychiatric
diagnoses in children and adolescents (based on International Classification of Diseases-10 (ICD-10)
and Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders fourth edition (DSM-IV) criteria). Here, we
designated an estimated probability of depression of >50% as a diagnosis for depression, and
defined CMDs as an estimated probability of >50% for depression and/or any anxiety disorder
(generalised anxiety disorder, panic disorder, agoraphobia, social phobia and specific phobias).

At the 17/18 clinic, depression and anxiety were assessed using a self-administered computerised
CIS-R questionnaire [36]. As with DAWBA, CIS-R can be used to assign ICD-10 diagnoses of
depression and anxiety disorders [37]. Here, the criteria of mild depression (which included
moderate and severe depression) was used as a diagnosis of depression, while a diagnosis of CMD
was defined as meeting the criteria for mild depression and/or an anxiety disorder (generalised
anxiety disorder, mixed anxiety and depression, panic disorders and phobic disorders).
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At the other ages (16/17, 18/19, 21/22 and 22/23 questionnaires), depression was assessed using a
self-administered Short Mood and Feelings Questionnaire (SMFQ), a 13-item questionnaire assessing
depressive symptoms over the past two weeks [38]. Total SMFQ scores range between 0-26, with a
score of 12 or more frequently used as a diagnosis of depression [39]. Although there are problems
of inaccuracy with using cut-offs from questionnaires as screening tools for depression [40], using
ALSPAC data the validity of the SMFQ during childhood and adolescence was found to be high when
compared against ICD-10-derived depression diagnoses from CIS-R at age 17/18 [41]. Only
participants who answered all 13 SMFQ questions were included in the analyses.

To compare sociodemographic differences between those with and without linked primary care data
and to explore whether demographic factors impact rates of identification in primary care records,
several variables measured during pregnancy or at birth and known to be predictive of non-response
in ALSPAC were utilised [31,32]. These include child sex; maternal age, home ownership status;
marital status and parity; parental education levels; and child ethnicity. Additional variables used for
aims 2 and 3 are discussed below.

Electronic primary care data

The linked primary care data comprised Read codes V.2 (5 byte), along with associated dates. Read
codes relevant to diagnosis, symptoms or treatment (antidepressants, anxiolytics and hypnotics) of
depression or anxiety (including phobic disorders) were extracted [10,11]. These were combined to
produce three definitions of depression and CMDs (table 2). Based on previous research [10], these
were chosen to include the definitions with the lowest sensitivity (‘current diagnosis, treated’), the
highest sensitivity (‘current diagnosis or treatment or symptoms’), and an intermediate sensitivity
which is also the most straightforward to extract from primary care records (‘current diagnosis’).
‘Current’ diagnoses, symptoms or treatment were defined as being 6 months either side of the age
the study child attended the clinic or completed the questionnaire and ‘historical’ as having occurred
at least 6 months prior to the age at the clinic/questionnaire. Note that treatment does not include
psychological therapies, even though these are the recommended first line of treatment for
adolescents, as these therapies are mainly given by specialist secondary mental health services and
may not be noted in primary care records. Read codes were used to identify referrals to mental
health services. A list of the Read codes used are provided in supplementary table S1.

Table 2: Details of the multiple definitions of ‘depression” and ‘CMD’ derived from the primary care

data.
Definition Description
Current diagnosis Current diagnosis of depression/CMD
Current diagnosis, treated Current diagnosis of depression/CMD and currently
receiving treatment
Current diagnosis or treatment or Current diagnosis or symptoms or treatment for
symptoms depression/CMD

Additional data were extracted to predict identification in primary care records and for the
prediction models. These primary care variables may be associated with our outcomes of interest,
and included: average annual number of GP consultations and prescriptions at the relevant time
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point; current and historical somatic and general symptoms (defined in supplementary table S1);
referral to mental health services; common chronic health conditions (asthma and eczema); other
mental health conditions (eating disorders, ADHD, conduct disorder, autistic spectrum disorder,
alcohol and drug abuse, schizophrenia, bipolar disorder and psychosis); family and personal history
of depression and mental health issues; self-harm; and smoking status (described in more detail
below).

To ensure that only individuals with primary care data at the relevant time points were included,
inclusion criteria were: i) having associated linkage data; ii) having primary care data for at least 6
months after their clinic visit or questionnaire completion (based on GP registration dates); and iii)
first appearing in the primary care records a minimum of 18 months prior to their clinic visit or
guestionnaire completion (allowing a 6 month window for ‘current’ data, plus a whole year previous
for ‘historical’ data).

Statistical Analysis

For each primary care definition and at each time point, sensitivity, specificity and positive and
negative predictive values were calculated separately for depression and CMDs (if measured), using
the ALSPAC questionnaire data as the reference standard. Exact 95% confidence intervals were
derived using binomial probabilities.

We then explored factors associated with identification of CMDs/depression in primary care records
for individuals diagnosed in the ALSPAC data. As primary care diagnosis numbers were low, we used
the definition with the highest sensitivity (‘current diagnosis or symptoms or treatment’). Univariate
logistic regression was used to explore whether each covariate was associated with identification.
The variables used to predict identification were a combination of ALSPAC and primary care data (for
a full list see table S2). These identification analyses were repeated for each timepoint, separately
for both depression and CMD (if measured).

Finally, lasso (Least Absolute Selection and Shrinkage Operator) models were used at each time
point to assess the combination of variables from primary care data which best predicted
depression/CMDs from the ALSPAC data. Lasso models apply a lambda weight which constrains
weakly-predictive variables falling below this value to zero, while also shrinking remaining non-zero
coefficients towards zero. This results in sparse models which minimise over-fitting, and can
subsequently be used for out-of-sample prediction [42,43]. Ten-fold cross-validation was used for all
lasso models and visual inspection of the cross-validation plots were performed to assess that the
optimal lambda value had been selected.

We randomly split our sample into 60% training and 40% validation samples, and then compared the
deviance ratios (a goodness-of-fit statistic comparable to R?, but for non-linear models) for each to
inspect how well the training model performed when predicting depression/CMDs in the validation
sample. Logistic lasso models were used with ALSPAC-derived depression or CMDs at each time
point as the outcome variable, and all variables in table S3 as predictors.

To assess whether these models, which utilise all the available information held in primary care
records, increase model fit relative to just the primary care diagnosis/symptoms/treatment data, we
compared these models against: i) a prediction model which just contained ‘current diagnosis’ as a
predictor variable; and ii) a prediction model which included ‘current diagnosis’, ‘current symptoms’
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and ‘current treatment’ as predictor variables. In- and out-of-sample deviance ratios of these models
were compared to assess model fit.

For each time point, from the models utilising all the available primary care data we also calculated
the predicted probabilities of receiving a depression or CMD diagnosis (with a threshold of >50%
probability to define diagnosis) in the 40% validation sample, and compared sensitivities and
specificities derived from these prediction models against the three definitions using the raw
primary care data (table 2). All analyses were conducted using Stata v.16.0.

Results
Demographics and Linkage Data Coverage

Table 1 shows numbers with both linkage and ALSPAC data at each time point (the reasons
individuals who have ALSPAC data, but do not have linkage data, are provided in table S4). The
proportion of unlinked records increases with age, most likely because these individuals left the area
as they became adults.

Comparisons between those with ALSPAC data who do and do not have primary care data are
presented in tables 3 (for age 15/16 and 22/23 time points) and S5 (for all other time points). There
are some differences, particularly in terms of socio-economic position (e.g., less likely to have
primary care data if higher parental education levels), but little difference in terms of sex. At later
time points, participants with more GCSEs or equivalents are less likely to have primary care data.
Few differences in depression/CMD diagnosis are apparent between these two groups. With the
exception of CMD/depression diagnoses (which increases with age) differences in demographics
across the time points are minimal, although the proportion of females with ALSPAC data does
increase over time.

Figure 1 gives the proportions with a current diagnosis of depression/CMD in the primary care data
comparing those who did to those who did not complete the ALSPAC clinic or questionnaire. Those
with ALSPAC data are more likely to have a current CMD diagnosis, particularly at the later time
points. For depression, those with ALSPAC data are slightly more likely to have a primary care
diagnosis at ages 21/22 and 22/23 but there are no differences at earlier time points.
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Table 3: Demographics at the age 15/16 clinic and 22/23 questionnaire time points. Of those with ALSPAC data, the table compares those who have primary
care data against those who do not. For categorical variables cells are counts and percentages. For continuous variables cells are means and standard
deviations. Note also that the denominators vary as the variables come from different data sources, with different levels of completeness. As the
demographics are broadly similar across all time points, only the first and last time point are presented here (see table S5 for all other time points).

Age 15/16 (TF3 clinic) - DAWBA (CMDs and Depression) Age 22/23 (YPB questionnaire) — SMFQ (Depression)

Primary care data (n=3663)

No primary care data

Primary care data

No primary care data (n=2571)

(n=1669) (n=1325)
Sex
Male 1748 (47.7%) 782 (46.9%) 474 (35.8%) 868 (33.8%)
Female 1915 (52.3%) 887 (53.2%) 851 (64.2%) 1703 (66.2%)

Maternal age at child’s birth

29.2 (4.6)

29.3 (4.6)

29.2 (4.5)

29.6 (4.4)

Mother’s home ownership status

Owned/ 2878 (85.3%) 1292 (83.8%) 998 (84.2%) 2022 (85.5%)
Mortgaged

Rented 137 (4.1%) 90 (5.8%) 58 (4.9%) 121 (5.1%)
Council/Housing 281 (8.3%) 111 (7.2%) 100 (8.4%) 151 (6.4%)
Association

Other 79 (2.3%) 48 (3.1%) 30 (2.5%) 70 (3%)

Mother’s marital status

Never married

460 (13.5%)

211 (13.6%)

152 (12.6%)

262 (11%)

Single/Divorced 147 (4.3%) 83 (5.3%) 50 (4.2%) 105 (4.4%)

First marriage 2607 (76.5%) 1149 (74%) 918 (76.2%) 1851 (77.7%)

2"¢/3' marriage 194 (5.7%) 110 (7.1%) 85 (7.1%) 164 (6.9%)
Mother’s parity

0 1623 (48.1%) 787 (51.3%) 560 (47%) 1155 (49.1%)

1 1201 (35.6%) 507 (33.1%) 413 (34.7%) 815 (34.7%)

2 or more 554 (16.4%) 240 (15.7%) 218 (18.3%) 381 (16.2%)

Mother’s highest education level

O level/lower

1884 (55.2%)

765 (49.3%)

748 (62.8%)

1071 (45.5%)

A level

920 (27.3%)

476 (30.7%)

280 (23.5%)

770 (30.6%)

Degree

565 (16.8%)

312 (20.1%)

164 (13.8%)

562 (23.9%)

Father’s highest education level

O level/lower

1428 (46.2%)

559 (39.3%)

550 (50.5%)

795 (35.9%)

A level

947 (30.6%)

437 (30.6%)

348 (32%)

653 (29.5%)
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Degree

| 716 (23.2%)

| 429 (30.1%)

| 191 (17.5%)

| 767 (34.6%)

Child ethnicity

White

3179 (95.9%)

1466 (95.8%)

1138 (96.8%)

2237 (96.2%)

Non-white 137 (4.1%) 65 (4.3%) 38 (3.2%) 88 (3.8%)
# GCSEs (or equivalents) 7.3 (3.6) 7.5 (3.6) 7.3 (3.5) 8.3(3.2)
ALSPAC depression diagnosis
No 3606 (98.4%) 1638 (98.1%) 1103 (83.2%) 2180 (84.6%)
Yes 57 (1.6%) 31 (1.9%) 223 (16.8%) 398 (14.5%)

ALSPAC common mental disorder (CMD) diagnosis

No

3540 (96.6%)

1622 (97.2%)

Yes

123 (3.4%)

47 (2.8%)

DAWBA: Development and Well-Being Assessment; CMDs: Common mental disorders; SMFQ: Short Mood and Feelings Questionnaire.
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Figure 1: Comparing primary care common mental disorder (CMD) and depression rates in
participants with vs without ALSPAC data at each time point. For participants who did not attend the
clinic/complete the questionnaire, the age to define a ‘current’ diagnosis was based on +/- 6 months
from the average age each clinic/questionnaire was completed. Individuals who have primary care
data and attended/completed the clinic/questionnaire, but do not have ALSPAC-derived
depression/CMD data (as this session was not completed for whatever reason), are not included in
the figure below. Full details of these numbers, and the data for this figure, are provided in table S6.

I VoAspacdata [ ALSPAC data

2 3 4 5
| | | !

1
|

Percent with primary care diagnosis (%)

0
|

Dep CMD Dep CMD Dep CMD Dep CMD Dep CMD Dep CMD
15/16 16/17 17118 18/19 21/22 22/23
Age at data collection event (years)

Sensitivity, Specificity and Predictive Values

We focused first on the age 17/18 clinic data (table 4), the results of which were broadly consistent
with previous ALSPAC analyses [10]. At this age, 243/3,084 participants (7.9%) were diagnosed as
depressed using the CIS-R data, while 455 (14.8%) met the criteria for diagnosis of CMD. Using the
various primary care definitions, the number of individuals diagnosed as depressed ranged from a
minimum of 20 (0.7%) using a definition of ‘current diagnosis, treated’, to a maximum of 122 (4%)
using a definition of ‘current diagnosis or symptoms or treatment’. Thus, the sensitivity of each
primary care definition was low, ranging from 3.7% to 24.3%. Specificity was higher (all > 97.8%), as
was the negative predictive values (NPVs; all > 92%), while positive predictive values (PPVs) ranged
between 45% and 58.4%. For the primary care CMD data, numbers diagnosed ranged from a
minimum of 29 (0.9%) to a maximum of 171 (5.5%). CMD sensitivity (range: 3.5-19.1%) and
specificity (all > 96.8%) were marginally lower compared to depression at this age, while each PPV
was slightly higher (range: 47.4-55.2%) and NPV lower (range: 85.6-87.4%).

Similar results were found for the age 15/16 clinic using the DAWBA measure (table S7), albeit with
fewer depression and CMD diagnoses and lower sensitivities. The comparison between SMFQ
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questionnaire data and primary care data at ages 16/17, 18/19, 21/22 and 22/23 are displayed in
supplementary tables S8 to S11, and were similar to those using DAWBA (age 15/16 clinic) and CIS-R
(age 17/18 clinic), with relatively high specificity but low sensitivity for all primary care definitions of
depression. Sensitivity increased with age, while specificity decreased (figure 2).

Table 4: Depression and CMD diagnoses based on the CIS-R (clinical interview schedule — revised)
data from the age 17/18 TF4 clinic against various definitions derived from the primary care data at
this age (n=3,084). This table also includes sensitivities, specificities, positive predictive values (PPV)
and negative predictive values (NPV) for the depression and common mental disorder (CMD)
diagnoses based on the CIS-R data from this clinic. In these analyses we are treating the ALSPAC data
as the reference standard.

CIS-R Depression CIS-R CMD
Primary care definition No Yes | Total No Yes Total
Current diagnosis No | 2,825 229 3,054 | 2,599 | 428 3,027
Yes | 16 14 30 30 27 57
Sensitivity 5.8% (3.2; 9.5) 5.9% (3.9; 8.5)
Specificity 99.4% (99.1; 99.7) 98.9% (98.4; 99.2)
Positive Predictive Value 46.7% (28.3; 65.7) 47.4% (34; 61)
Negative Predictive Value 92.5% (91.5; 93.4) 85.9% (84.6; 87.1)
No Yes | Total No Yes Total
Current diagnosis, treated No |2,830 |234 |3,064 | 2,616 | 439 3,055
Yes | 11 9 20 13 16 29
Sensitivity 3.7% (1.7; 6.9) 3.5% (2; 5.6)
Specificity 99.6% (99.3; 99.8) 99.5% (99.2; 99.7)
Positive Predictive Value 45% (23.1; 68.5) 55.2% (35.7; 73.6)
Negative Predictive Value 92.4% (91.4; 93.3) 85.6% (84.3; 86.9)
No Yes | Total No Yes Total
Current diagnosis or symptoms or No | 2,778 | 184 | 2,962 | 2,545 | 368 2,913
treatment Yes | 63 59 122 84 87 171
Sensitivity 24.3% (19; 30.2) 19.1% (15.6; 23)
Specificity 97.8% (97.2; 98.3) 96.8% (96.1; 97.4)
Positive Predictive Value 48.4% (39.2; 57.6) 50.9% (43.1; 58.6)
Negative Predictive Value 93.8% (92.9; 94.6) 87.4% (86.1; 88.6)
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Figure 2: Sensitivity, specificity and positive/negative predicted values for depression (black) and
common mental disorders (CMDs; red) over each of the time points studies. Results are based on
the definition ‘current diagnosis, symptoms or treatment’ to determine cases in primary care
records, treating the ALSPAC data as the reference standard. Note that CMDs were only assessed at
the age 15/16 and 17/18 clinics.
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Identification of CMDs/Depression Cases in Primary Care Records

The results of the primary care records identification analyses are presented in full in table S12
(giving odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for all analyses) and figure S1 (providing a graphical
summary of key results over each time point). There are few consistent associations of
sociodemographic factors (parental education, child sex, child education, etc.) with being identified
as a case in the primary care records. Primary care case identification was more likely in participants
with greater symptom severity. Some primary care covariates (e.g., smoking status, eating disorder
and other mental health issues) were associated with higher rates of primary care case identification
at younger ages, but had weaker associations at later ages. Others (somatic and general symptomes,
higher consultation/prescription rates, referrals to mental health services and self-harm status) were
consistently associated with higher rates of primary care case identification. Due to the low numbers
diagnosed as having CMD or depression at the age 15/16 clinic, both from the DAWBA assessment
and from primary care records, results from this time point should be treated with caution.
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Predicting ALSPAC CMDs/Depression from Primary Care Records

The in-sample deviance ratios, fitted on the 60% training sample, and the out-of-sample deviance
ratios, fitted on the 40% validation sample, for each time point are displayed in table 5. In general,
in-sample deviance ratios are quite low (8.3 to 14.6%). Out-of-sample deviance ratios are lower (-1.3
to 12.6%) but do increase with age. The penalised coefficients from these prediction models are
presented in table S13, with full models to estimate predicted probabilities given in table S14. Many
factors from the primary care data consistently predicted ALSPAC CMD/depression diagnoses across
many time points, including: being female, a history of self-harm, number of GP consultations,
referral to mental health services and historical and/or current depression
diagnoses/symptoms/treatment. Several associations were time point specific, occurring in only one
or two models (e.g., smoking at TF4 depression and CCS, eczema for TF4 depression, conduct
disorder at CCS, etc.). These coefficients should not be interpreted causally, especially is there is high
collinearity between variables (as is likely to be present here given that many variables measure
similar constructs).

Table 5: In-sample and out-of-sample deviance ratios predicting depression and common mental
disorders (CMDs) for each time point using all the available primary care data. Deviance ratios are
taken from logistic cross-validation lasso prediction models.

Age 15/16 TF3 | Age 16/17 | Age 17/18 Age 18/19 | Age 21/22 | Age 22/23
clinic (n = CCS quest. | TF4clinic(n | CCT quest. | YPA quest. | YPB quest.
3,663) (n=3,213) | =3,084) (n=1,982) | (n=1,298) | (h=1,325)
Dep. CMD | Dep. Dep. CMD | Dep. Dep. Dep.

In-sample 9.9% 8.4% | 8.3% 14.6% | 9.2% | 9% 11.7% 13.4%

deviance ratio

(60% training

sample)

Out-of-sample | -1.3% | 2.9% | 4.3% 7.8% | 7.8% | 8% 12.6% 9.1%

deviance ratio

(40%

validation

sample)

For all time points other than age 15/16 clinic depression, the ‘full’ prediction model (based on the
set of all primary care variables; table S3) performed better than both the ‘diagnosis only’ and
‘diagnosis/symptoms/ treatment’ models for both in-sample and out-of-sample prediction (table
S15).

Sensitivities from these prediction models were marginally higher than for definitions of ‘current
diagnosis’ and ‘current diagnosis with treatment’, but lower than the ‘current diagnosis or treatment
or symptoms’ sensitivities. However, the specificities of the prediction models were greater than the
‘current diagnosis or treatment or symptoms’ definition, and on par with the stricter definitions
based on ‘current diagnosis’ or ‘current diagnosis with treatment’ (table S16). These prediction
models therefore appear to more accurately detect cases of depression/CMD compared to these
more stringent definitions from the primary care records, while also avoiding many of the false
negatives associated with broader definitions (such as ‘current diagnosis or treatment of
symptoms’). However, sensitivities from these prediction models are still rather low, ranging
between 3.5% and 16.3% (all specificities are >98%).
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Discussion

This study compared primary care data against validated measures of CMDs at multiple time points
during adolescence and young adulthood. Taking ALSPAC data as the reference standard, our results
demonstrate that, regardless of how CMDs are defined from primary care records, sensitivities are
low across all ages (range: 1.6 to 34%). However, detection of CMDs in primary care records does
improve with age. Specificities were high, with most above 95%. This suggests that the primary care
data is likely to contain many ‘false negatives’ but few ‘false positives’, as documented previously
[12].

This study also explored the factors predicting identification of “cases” (as identified in ALSPAC data)
in primary care data. Consistent with previous research [16,22], the strongest predictor was
symptom severity, with individuals displaying more severe symptoms increasingly likely to be
correctly classified. A history of CMDs, as well as increased rates of other mental health issues,
somatic or general symptoms and engagement with primary care services (consultation and
prescription rates), also predicted greater primary care identification rates. Many adolescents
receive mental health care via specialised secondary care services, rather than through their GP, and
this is reflected in referrals to secondary mental health services also being associated with higher
identification rates. Unlike for the wider adult population, we found little evidence that
sociodemographic factors were consistently associated with case identification in primary care
records for adolescents and young adults [25,44].

Finally, this paper also presented a series of prediction models, which can be used by
epidemiologists with access only to primary care data to predict CMDs in individuals who may not be
formally diagnosed by a GP. Although the variance explained by these models is quite low, these
models demonstrate that the inclusion of additional covariates from primary care records improved
model fit, relative to models that contained only current diagnosis, symptoms or treatment. Out-of-
sample prediction rates increased with age, suggesting that these models better predict
depression/CMDs in young adulthood compared to adolescence. This is perhaps not surprising, given
that rates of diagnoses from primary care data are low in adolescence and increase with age.
However, comparison of the predicted sensitivities and specificities from these prediction models
indicates that the improvement in detection of depression/CMDs relative to the primary care record
data based on diagnosis, symptoms and treatment is minimal.

Strengths and Limitations

A strength of this study is that it uses established methods to systematically define CMDs from
primary care records [10,11], allowing cross-study comparisons. This study uses a larger sample than
a previous study using ALSPAC adolescent data [10], and extends the age range assessed to
adolescence through to early adulthood. This permits a broader view of how both ALSPAC-derived
and primary care-derived CMD rates change with age, how sensitivities and specificities vary over
the transition to adulthood, and how prediction models alter over this developmental stage. A
further strength is that this study also uses a large, deeply-phenotyped cohort, with depression and
CMD measured at multiple time points using validated instruments.

This study has several limitations. The primary care data coding used may miss crucial information:
possible diagnoses and symptoms may be noted within the ‘free text’ of routine electronic records
[12], which are generally not available for research purposes [45]. The primary care data only
records pharmacological treatments prescribed by the GP, rather than psychological treatments
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provided by secondary care services. As the first line of treatment for adolescents is often
psychological therapies, especially for mild depression [46]), this may partially explain the lower
sensitivities at younger ages. Although we included CAMHS referrals in our identification analyses
and prediction models, this is still likely to underestimate the true prevalence of adolescent CMDs as
only around one-third of children with a mental health disorder are referred to CAMHS [21]. Further,
fewer than half of referrals to CAMHS in the UK are from a GP [47], with school nurses, self-referrals
and other routes to CAMHS possible.

A second limitation is that the linkage is primarily Bristol-based. As the cohort reaches adulthood
they are more likely to move away from Bristol; as such, the proportion with linkage data drops from
approximately two-thirds before age 18 to roughly one-third after this age. In addition to the
resulting loss of statistical power and precision, there is also the potential for selection bias if those
with linkage data systematically differ from those without [48,49]. At each time point, of those with
ALSPAC data there are differences between those with and without linked primary care data in
terms of socioeconomic position (e.g., higher maternal education levels are associated with lower
probability of having linkage data). Although differences in ALSPAC-derived CMDs appear minimal
comparing those with vs without primary care data (table 3), it is possible that primary care data
may differ between these groups. This may limit the generalisability of our prediction models; for
example, compared to the whole ALSPAC cohort our sample with primary care data is biased
towards those with a lower socioeconomic position, who may be less likely to attend GP
appointments [50]. However, as in the wider ALSPAC cohort respondents tend to be from higher
socioeconomic strata [32], the impact of linkage data biased towards lower-SEP (socioeconomic
position) individuals on generalisability is uncertain. Comparing the primary care-derived CMD status
of those with and without ALSPAC data we observe few differences in terms of depression or CMDs
at younger ages but, in adulthood, CMDs (although less so for depression) appear more prevalent
among those with ALSPAC data (figure 1). One possible interpretation of this is that it reflects the
demographics of ALSPAC respondents, as being female is associated with continued ALSPAC
participation [32], and females are at greater risk of CMDs [51,52]. When adjusting for sex these
effects were somewhat attenuated, although participants with ALSPAC data at the 21/22 and 22/23
guestionnaire time points were still more likely to have a primary care-derived CMD (table S17).
Inclusion of parental education (a proxy for SEP), which may also predict both continued ALSPAC
participation and mental health, did not further diminish this effect. The selection pressures
associated with having continued primary care linkage data in ALSPAC are likely to be complex and
require further investigation to assess the potential for selection bias when using this data.

A related limitation is that as the research is specifically Bristol-based, generalisability to other
populations, both in the UK and elsewhere, should be made with caution. For instance, the ALSPAC
cohort is not representative of the UK national population, as ALSPAC contains a greater proportion
of white and higher SEP individuals [32], which is likely to shape health-seeking behaviour and GP
engagement rates [24,25]. A further issue regarding generalisability is that the data in adolescence
was collected between 2006 and 2011. Given the large shift in societal values towards increased
visibility, awareness and understanding of mental health issues over the past few years, this may
impact both GP decision-making and adolescents’ health-seeking behaviour, potentially affecting
diagnosis rates in this age group. Additional research is necessary to explore this among existing
adolescents. As such, these models should be calibrated before use in other areas or calendar times.

A third limitation is the small numbers of individuals with CMD/depression in ALSPAC, especially at
younger ages (and particularly the age 15/16 clinic data). This may explain why we failed to detect
consistent sociodemographic differences in case identification, contrary to previous research with
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larger samples [16,25,44]. Larger studies are required to explore sociodemographic associations with
identification in primary care records in greater detail, which — if present — are likely to be weaker
than the effects of symptom severity [16,22]. In addition to the relatively small sample size, one
potential reason for the lack of SEP gradient could be that SEP is based on parental SEP at the time
of the study child’s birth. Although parental SEP and child health outcomes are frequently
correlated, this association is strongest in early childhood and tends to weaken with age [24].
Assessing the individual’s SEP directly, particularly in early adulthood, may reveal these health
inequalities.

A further limitation is that we have taken the ALSPAC data as the ‘reference standard’. These
measures may over-diagnose the presence of CMDs, especially in ‘borderline’ cases with less severe
symptoms who may not visit their GP, thus increasing the number of false positives in the ALSPAC
data. Although all of the instruments used in ALSPAC have been validated and are routinely used to
screen for depression and CMDs [35,36,38,41], previous studies have demonstrated that these
guestionnaire-based tools can provide quite divergent diagnoses of mental health conditions
compared to standard clinical interviews (e.g., CIS-R; [37]). Additionally, apparent false negatives
may also appear in the ALSPAC data if individuals are successfully receiving treatment to alleviate
their CMD symptoms; in these cases, individuals would be diagnosed as having CMD via primary care
records, but not via ALSPAC data.

Implications and Recommendations

Consistent with previous research [12], this study has demonstrated that the rate of false negatives
for CMDs in adolescents and young adults in routine primary care data is high. Thus, additional
sources of information need to be utilised when working with routine health data. As fewer than half
of referrals to CAMHS are from GPs [47], using linkage data from CAMHS and other secondary
mental health care services would likely increase detection rates. This would appear particularly
important for adolescents, as the sensitivities at this age are much lower than in early adulthood.
However, as CAMHS is over-subscribed, often only severe cases are accepted, potentially biasing
these sources towards those with more severe CMD symptoms. Additionally, even in early
adulthood sensitivities are still rather low (maximum 34% at age 21/22), suggesting that additional
information is required to correctly identify CMDs in linkage data. One potential source of
information is from the free-text fields in primary care records, which are not usually made available
for research purposes [12]. However, although evidence suggests that using free text data can
improve detection of medical conditions more generally [53], the current evidence for CMDs — albeit
limited to a small number of studies — suggests their inclusion only marginally improves detection
rates [12].

Conclusion

We have demonstrated how routine electronic primary care data can be used with cohort study data
to estimate the size of the ‘clinical iceberg’ of undetected CMDs in primary care data throughout
adolescence and early adulthood, and to describe the characteristics of those less likely to be
identified as cases in primary care records. Although overall sensitivities were low, both sources of
data accurately predicted individuals with more severe CMD symptoms. The number of individuals
diagnosed as having a CMD, and the correspondence between ALSPAC and primary care data,
increased with age. Additional sources of data — e.g., from secondary care services such as CAMHS,
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or from free text fields — might be required to determine CMD prevalence more accurately,
particularly in adolescence. Development of further prediction models may improve estimation of
prevalence of CMDs from primary care records and help target interventions to individuals with
CMDs who would otherwise not be identified as cases in primary care records.
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