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Research in Context: 

1. Systematic Review: We reviewed the literature to identify the reliability of remote 

cognitive testing, concordance of in-person and remote cognitive testing, and remote 

Preclinical Alzheimer’s Cognitive Composite (PACC) to differentiate cognitive 

functioning in older adults with or without cognitive impairment. We searched studies to 

examine relationships between remote PACC score and neuroimaging biomarkers related 

to early stages of Alzheimer’s Disease. We found no studies simultaneously examining a 

telehealth PACC (tPACC) score with neuroimaging biomarkers that provide crucial 

implications for detecting cognitive differences. 

2. Interpretation: Our findings reveal that a tPACC score can serve as a harmonized 

composite measure for heterogeneous cognitive data to discriminate those with or 

without cognitive impairment and inform neuroimaging outcomes. 

3. Future Directions: Future work is necessary to test tPACC performance in larger 

longitudinal studies and relationships with other neuroimaging (e.g., PET) or plasma 

biomarkers in older adults across the cognitive spectrum. 
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Abstract: 

INTRODUCTION: 

We defined a telehealth preclinical Alzheimer’s cognitive composite (tPACC) derived from 

remotely administered cognitive assessments and examined its relationship with neuroimaging 

biomarkers. 

METHODS: 

We examined neuroimaging and in-person and remote cognitive testing data from the Wake 

Forest Alzheimer’s Disease Research Center’s Clinical Core cohort and a pilot study to form a 

modified PACC (PACC5-RAVLT) and tPACC. We performed intraclass correlation coefficient 

(ICC) analysis for reliability of tPACC and linear regression models to evaluate associations 

between tPACC and neuroimaging. Bland-Altman plots for agreement were constructed across 

cognitively normal (NC) and impaired participants. 

RESULTS: 

There was a significant positive relationship between in-person tPACC and PACC5-RAVLT 

(ICC=0.88), in-person PACC5-RAVLT and remote tPACC (ICC=0.73), and in-person tPACC 

and remote tPACC (ICC=0.82). Overall, tPACC showed significant associations with imaging 

biomarkers. 

DISCUSSION: 

There is a good agreement between tPACC and PACC5-RAVLT for NC and impaired 

individuals. The tPACC is associated with common neuroimaging markers. 
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1. Introduction 

Worldwide, Alzheimer’s disease (AD) and AD related dementias (ADRD) affect over 50 

million people, a number likely to triple by 20501. The current clinical trial landscape in ADRD 

targets individuals with preclinical (i.e., cognitively asymptomatic) disease and mild cognitive 

impairment (MCI), for whom the hope of averting the pathologic cascade and cognitive decline 

remains highest. The preclinical Alzheimer’s cognitive composite (PACC) assessment was 

previously identified to capture early, subtle decline in individuals who are amyloid positive 

compared to those who are amyloid negative2,3. A popular current version of the PACC, referred 

to as PACC54, includes five cognitive tests conducted in-person: the Mini-Mental State 

Examination (MMSE)5, Logical Memory Delayed Story Recall (LMDR)6, Digit-Symbol 

Substitution Test (DSST)6,7, recall from the Free and Cued Selective Reminding Test 

(FCSRT96)8, and category fluency9,10. The PACC5 correlates with Amyloid and 

Fluorodeoxyglucose (FDG) Positron Emission Tomography (PET) imaging4,11. For research and 

clinical purposes, numerous variations of the PACC have been derived12-14. At the Wake Forest 

Alzheimer’s Disease Research Center (ADRC), for annual Uniform Dataset (UDS)15,16 visits, we 

assess the PACC5 with minor substitutions (Craft Story Verbatim Delayed Recall17 for LMDR, 

and Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Task18 Delayed Recall for FCSRT96),  defined as PACC5-

RAVLT, only for participants who have visits conducted in-person.  

At the outset of the COVID-19 pandemic, in-person cognitive testing was increasingly 

performed remotely by telephone and video administration19, resulting in a mixed (in-clinic and 

telehealth) cognitive data. Therefore, we developed a harmonized, telehealth-compatible PACC 

(tPACC) for heterogeneous cognitive data. The tPACC can be derived from in-person UDS v3.0 

or UDS v3.0 Tele-Cog16 using the following: Montreal Cognitive Assessment (MoCA)20, Rey 
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Auditory Verbal Learning Task (RAVLT) Delayed Recall, Craft Story Verbatim Delayed Recall 

(Craft Story DR) and semantic fluency (i.e., category fluency including animal and vegetables). 

We calculated a version of tPACC using in-person UDS cognitive data (tPACC-in) in the larger 

ADRC Clinical Core and remote tPACC (tPACC-rem) using UDS Tele-Cog data that was 

obtained as part of a smaller validation pilot study for telecognitive assessments. A version of 

tPACC-in was also generated for pilot study participants. The validation pilot study tPACC 

scores allowed us to examine mode of administration (in-person vs remote) when forming 

composite scores.  

Though COVID-19 was the initial motivation for the tPACC, remote cognitive 

assessment can potentially expand research access and reduce participant burden. Given these 

additional benefits, we anticipate that variation in test modality may become increasingly 

common independent of COVID-19 trends, amplifying the need for continuity in methods of 

detecting cognitive change. At the Wake Forest ADRC, remote cognitive assessments are 

increasingly offered as an alternative to in-person assessments. Consequently, we developed 

composite measurements similar to previously identified PACC from remotely available 

assessments to differentiate cognitive status among cognitively normal (NC) and impaired (MCI 

and dementia) participants.  

We evaluated the performance of the tPACC in individuals who are adjudicated as 

having NC, MCI, or dementia (DEM) to determine whether we can identify subtle cognitive 

decline. Further, we explored decline in those who have one or two copies of APOE ε4 allele, a 

known risk for AD. We compared the PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC for the agreement in the 

ADRC Clinical Core cohort and feasibility of tPACC for both in-person and remote cognitive 

testing in the validation pilot study within the ADRC. Our goals were 1) to evaluate concordance 
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of tPACC scores from in-person and remote testing and 2) to validate them against other known 

markers of brain and cognitive health. This work is the first to examine the feasibility of a 

telecognitive-assessment compatible PACC (i.e., tPACC) to be used in longitudinal cohort data 

collection when administration may vary from in-person to remote (i.e., mixed follow-up data). 

We will determine whether tPACC can serve as the primary outcome measure for longitudinal 

studies examining cognitive decline and for predicting common neuroimaging indices. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Cohort Characteristics  

Our study includes 648 older adults aged 70.0±8.1 years (range: 55-85) who were 

recruited into the Wake Forest ADRC Clinical Core from the surrounding community between 

2016 and 2022. Participants underwent standard evaluation in accordance with the National 

Alzheimer’s Coordinating Center (NACC)15 protocol for neuropsychological data collection 

using the UDS v3.016 as well as supplementary cognitive tests used at the Wake Forest ADRC 

(described below). The ADRC Clinical Core cohort is 78% White/Caucasian, 21% 

Black/African American, and 1% American Indian/Alaska Native or Asian. Participants APOE 

genotyping was done as previously described21. Medical history and physical and neurological 

examinations were completed to rule out major neurologic disorders other than AD. The study 

was approved by the Wake Forest Institutional Review Board; written protocols and informed 

consent procedures for all participants and/or their legally authorized representatives were 

obtained.  

We also included 70 older adults (mean age: 71.6±9.1) who were enrolled between late 

2020 and 2021 into a validation pilot study within the Wake Forest ADRC investigating the 
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reliability of video/telephone cognitive testing visits in addition to regular visits. Of the 70 

participants, 69 were also enrolled in the Clinical Core cohort above. These participants 

completed additional remote cognitive testing via either telephone or video within six months of 

their in-person UDS annual assessments. The demographic composition of this sample was 

comparable to that of the ADRC Clinical Core Cohort described above (80% White and 20% 

Black/African American). This study was also approved by the Wake Forest Institutional Review 

Board and informed consent was obtained for all participants, or their representatives, prior to 

the initiation of study procedures. 

2.2. Cognitive Groups 

All Clinical Core participants undergo adjudication of cognitive status, which includes 

expert panel consensus review of clinical, neuroimaging, and cognitive data21, in accordance 

with National Institute of Aging-Alzheimer’s Association guidelines for diagnosis of MCI22 and 

DEM. Etiologic diagnosis is made after an adjudicated clinical syndrome23. Participants were 

categorized into NC (adjudicated as NC or NC with subjective complaint) and Impaired (MCI 

and DEM). Participants adjudicated as “other” and “cognitively impaired not MCI” (CI) were 

excluded. Additionally, we explored groups by APOE ε4 carrier status. Clinical Dementia Rating 

Sum of Boxes24,25 (CDR-SOB) was examined to confirm cognitive status in the Clinical Core 

Cohort. Higher CDR-SOB scores indicate impairment in cognitive functioning. 

2.3. In-person and Remote Cognitive Assessments 

Participants’ neuropsychological battery scores for in-person and remote visits were 

obtained using the UDS v3.0. In-person tests included Montreal Cognitive Assessment (MoCA), 

Craft Story, Benson Complex Figure, Number Span Test, Verbal Fluency (letters FL), category 

fluency (Animals and Vegetables), Trail Making Test (TMT), and the Multilingual Naming Test 
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(MINT). In addition, supplementary tests were administered, including Mini-Mental State Exam 

(MMSE), American National Adult Reading Test (AMNART), Digit Symbol Coding Test 

(DSC), Free and Cued Selective Reminding Test (FCSRT), Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Test 

(RAVLT), and Verbal Fluency (letter C). Participants in the pilot telecognitive assessment study 

underwent a telephone or video administered cognitive testing session in addition to their annual 

in-person visit. Remote testing included the blind MoCA (omits the Visuospatial/Executive 

section), Craft Story, RAVLT, Verbal Fluency, Verbal Naming Test (an alternative to MINT), 

Oral Trail Making Test26,27 (an alternative to written TMT) and Number Span Test.  

The composites’ respective component measures are listed in Tables 3 and 4. In this 

study, we formed a version of PACC5 (PACC5-RAVLT) using RAVLT Delayed Recall (DR) in 

place of FCSRT96 (for consistency between in-person and remote testing), using in-person 

cognitive measures, including: RAVLT Delayed Recall (DR), category fluency, Craft Story DR 

(verbatim), MMSE total, and DSC total. The tPACC included some of the same cognitive 

measures (RAVLT DR, category fluency and Craft Story DR) for consistency, but replaced 

MMSE with MoCA, and did not include DSC total as this cannot be administered remotely. We 

calculated in-person (tPACC-in) and remote tPACC (tPACC-rem) derived from pilot study 

participant data (n=70). Higher z-scores on the tPACC or PACC5-RAVLT indicate better 

cognitive performance. 

2.4. Neuroimaging Data Processing and Analysis 

Imaging data acquisition and processing procedures have been described previously21,28,29. Brain 

MRI scans were acquired on a 3T Siemens Skyra with a 32-channel head coil (Erlangen, 

Germany). Anatomical T1-weighted (T1w) and T2-Fluid Attenuated Inversion Recovery 

(FLAIR), diffusion weighted images for diffusion tensor imaging (DTI) and Neurite orientation 
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dispersion and density imaging (NODDI), and Arterial Spin Labeling (ASL) for whole-brain 

cerebral blood flow (CBF) were obtained. Structural T1w image processing included 

normalization and tissue segmentation using SPM12 (www.fil.ion.ucl.ac.uk/spm) CAT12 

toolbox. Thickness and volume data on T1w were generated using FreeSurfer v7.2 

(http://surfer.nmr.mgh.harvard.edu/). We calculated cortical thickness in AD-vulnerable regions 

from a temporal lobe meta region of interest (Temporal Meta ROI) by averaging cortical 

thickness of bilateral entorhinal, inferior/middle temporal, and fusiform regions, as well as 

hippocampal volume (HCV) expressed as % of Intracranial Volume (ICV). White matter 

hyperintensities (WMH) were segmented by Lesion Segmentation Tool (LST) v2.0.15. 

(https://www.applied-statistics.de/lst.html), log-transformed and scaled to ICV for analysis (Log-

WMH). The Johns Hopkins University (JHU) DTI atlas30 was overlaid on template-space 

fractional anisotropy (FA) and free water (FW) maps to extract mean signal across all 

supratentorial white matter (WM) tracts. Automated Anatomical Labeling (AAL)31 gray matter 

(GM) ROIs were overlaid on template-space GM CBF images to calculate mean hippocampal, 

frontal lobe, and a temporal meta-ROI (parahippocampus, fusiform, middle, and inferior 

temporal cortex) GM CBF, and a set of all supratentorial JHU WM tracts were overlaid on 

template-space WM CBF images to calculate mean global WM CBF.  

2.5. Statistical Analyses 

All statistical analyses were performed in SAS v9.4. We explored group differences for baseline 

demographics, cognitive measures and neuroimaging based on adjudicated cognitive status in the 

ADRC Clinical Core cohort and the Validation Pilot Study cohort. Additionally, we examined 

PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC by APOE ε4 carrier status. We conducted Intraclass Correlation 

Coefficient Analysis (ICC) to describe agreement between PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC in all 
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baseline in-person visits. We then generated Bland-Altman Plots to visualize agreement between 

these two measures. Spearman correlation was used for MMSE and MoCA and for RAVLT and 

FCSRT96 to assess their relationships. We repeated ICC and Bland-Altman analyses in pilot 

study individuals who completed tPACC-in and tPACC-rem within 6 months (median: 151 days; 

IQR: 110, 288) to evaluate the reliability between in-person and remote administration. General 

linear models were used to examine baseline neuroimaging markers as dependent variables and 

tPACC scores as independent variables, adjusting for age, sex, education years, race (self-report; 

social construct variable) and APOE ε4, in ADRC Clinical Core participants. Statistical 

significance for linear models was P < 0.05.  

3. Results 

We included a total of 649 older participants from two cohorts, of whom 334 (51%) were 

NC and 315 (49%) were cognitively impaired (See Tables 1 and 2 for a breakdown by cohort). 

All impaired groups tended to be older and have lower education years and higher CDR-SOB 

scores than NC. There were no sex differences between groups. A majority were White 

participants. Of all, 32% had one or two copies of APOE4. 

 Spearman correlation coefficients for MoCA with MMSE and RAVLT with FCSRT96 

were .63 and .69, respectively. Baseline cognitive measures used in PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC 

scores were lower/worse in impaired groups in both cohorts (Tables 3 and 4). In person PACC5-

RAVLT and tPACC scores were lower in impaired and APOE4+ (Tables 5 and 6). Bland-

Altman plots revealed a good level of agreement between tPACC and PACC5-RAVLT (Figures 

1-4). On average, 98% of all values lie within limit of agreement (±2SD and ±3SD), indicating 

good reliability (overall ICCs=.88, .90, .73, and .82, respectively) between tPACC and PACC5-
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RAVLT in each group. Furthermore, an overestimation of tPACC was observed in the impaired 

group (Figure 1). 

 General linear models adjusting for age, sex, education, race and APOE4 indicated that 

tPACC showed significant associations with whole brain volume (adjusted for ICV), Temporal 

Meta ROI thickness, HCV, Log-WMH, ASL CBF (in hippocampi, temporal Meta ROI, and 

frontal GM) and NODDI WM FW in the overall ADRC Clinical Core cohort (Table 7). Lower 

tPACC scores were associated with lower brain volume, cortical thickness, HCV and CBF, and 

higher WMH and FW in WM. 

Discussion 

To examine whether a telehealth derived PACC (tPACC) can be used for both in-person and 

remote visits to reflect cognitive function, we performed a reliability study in 649 participants 

from two Wake Forest ADRC cohorts with in-person and remote cognitive data available. As 

expected, we found that tPACC performs similarly to in-person PACC5-RAVLT with ICCs 

ranging from .73 to .90; tPACC thus may serve as a reliable measure in place of the PACC5-

RAVLT for heterogeneous test administration settings. Our findings revealed that tPACC 

differentiates cognitive performance levels across NC and impaired individuals. Furthermore, 

neuroimaging biomarkers (Temporal Meta ROI thickness, HCV, WMH, CBF, and WM FW) 

showed significant associations with tPACC among Clinical Core participants. Taken together, 

these findings suggest that tPACC, when given in-person or remotely, can be used for mixed 

study visits (an important finding given the increased interest in remote assessments), and can 

also demonstrate associations with established neuroimaging biomarkers of AD-related cognitive 

impairment. 
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The PACC is designed to measure objective cognitive performance in AD-related 

domains, including memory, executive functioning, attention, and language, and to potentially 

serve as a primary endpoint for preclinical AD trials. It is typically composed of a battery of 

neuropsychological tests administered at in-person research study visits. Since the 2020 COVID-

19 pandemic affected the ability of research centers to conduct in-person clinical research study 

visits, remote testing has increasingly become more accessible, affordable, convenient and less 

burdensome to older participants32,33. Research has shown that older individuals with better 

PACC scores tend to have a lower risk for AD over time12,34,35. It is crucial to monitor cognitive 

performance regardless of mode of administration using a harmonized PACC that is similarly 

sensitive to detect subtle cognitive changes, in order to increase accessibility to and validity of 

research studies investigating late-life cognitive health. 

Previous studies have shown feasibility and validity of remote cognitive testing including 

both telephone and video-administered assessments for older adults36,37. Most research 

participants are comfortable using technology (device, internet etc.) for assessments. The results 

from remote cognitive testing are comparable to in-person testing. In general, there is high 

concordance between in-person and remote assessments38,39. However, studies also noted slight 

differences for certain cognitive domain tests (e.g., complex visuospatial tasks) when 

administered by video or telephone. Overall research shows that remote testing is a feasible and 

reliable alternative to in-person testing and provides acceptable results for researchers and 

convenience and accessibility to participants.  

Evaluating the reliability of tPACC derived from in-person and remote testing is 

necessary for longitudinal studies that examine neuropsychological testing administered in 

heterogeneous settings (e.g., in-clinic vs remotely). Importantly, knowledge is limited regarding 
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how tPACC can be derived from remotely administered cognitive assessments, and how strongly 

remote PACC measures like tPACC are associated with common AD-related neuroimaging 

biomarkers. A 2021 study by Seghezzo et al.40 showed the feasibility of conducting remote 

PACC via videoconferencing and the use of videoconferencing when in-person assessments 

cannot be done. Similarly, the current study provides evidence for feasibility of remote testing 

and validates how similar the PACC scores via in-person vs remote.  

Our findings extend these data for tPACC by demonstrating significant associations with 

known neuroimaging biomarkers. While previously identified PACC scores were significantly 

associated with amyloid-related decline assessed by Amyloid PET3, we extent this relationship 

of PACC and neuroimaging by using a harmonized measure and MRI markers implicated in AD. 

The use of tPACC and common AD MRI measures has crucial implications in early detection 

and diagnosis, prediction of disease progression, evaluation of treatment effectiveness, 

identifying at-risk individuals, and AD research. These measures contribute to our understanding 

of the preclinical disease and have the potential to improve clinical trial outcomes.  

Major strengths of the current study include our ability to examine the reliability of in-

person and remote administration modes in a relatively large clinical cohort, and the use of 

neuroimaging to further understand relationships between the tPACC and multiple MRI indices. 

Some limitations of our study are worth noting. The sample size from the validation pilot study 

was relatively small compared to larger studies investigating remote neuropsychological 

assessments. All observations made here are cross-sectional and need to be further replicated in 

the general population in longitudinal studies. Although we have limited inclusion of 

underrepresented racial groups in the current samples, the Wake Forest ADRC Clinical Core 

cohort is ongoing and actively recruiting participants from underrepresented groups. There is 
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also a potential for variability in the participants' technological resources and familiarity with the 

technology; however, accumulating evidence shows that older adults are increasingly interested 

in use of technology, technological devices and internet for research studies. Lastly, there is a 

potential for learning and practice effects (especially common for memory tests) in the validation 

pilot study cohort, and our study did not correct for these effects (no randomization for the order 

of administration modality). Lastly, we do not address the reliability of longitudinal changes and 

how well tPACC can detect cognitive decline over time. This will be addressed in our future 

work. 

 In this study, we defined a telehealth compatible PACC measures (tPACC) and 

examined its concordance with PACC5-RAVLT. We then focused on the relationships between 

tPACC and specific AD-related neuroimaging measures, including Temporal Meta ROI 

thickness, HCV, WMH, CBF, and WM FW. Future directions include determining whether we 

can identify subtle cognitive decline in those who are amyloid positive (by PET, CSF, or plasma 

when available) and have subjective cognitive decline (defined by the Cognitive Change Index: 

CCI41), or mild behavioral impairment (defined by the Neuropsychiatric Inventory 

Questionnaire: NPIQ42, or Mild Behavioral Impairment Checklist: MBI-C43), or a family history 

of AD in a first-degree relative. To further understand whether tPACC can detect AD-related 

cognitive and behavioral decline, we will examine the performance of tPACC in a longitudinal 

study. 
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics by cognitive groups in the ADRC Clinical Core Cohort 

VARIABLE1: OVERALL (648) NC (334) IMPAIRED (314) 

AGE* 70.0 (8.1) 68.5 (8.0) 71.7 (7.9) 

SEX*    

   MALE 223 (34.4%) 91 (27.3%) 132 (42.0%) 

   FEMALE 425 (65.6%) 243 (72.8%) 182 (58.0%) 

EDUCATION* 15.8 (2.5) 16.1 (2.3) 15.4 (2.7) 

RACE*    

   BLACK/AFRICAN AMERICAN 134 (20.7%) 61 (18.3%) 73 (23.3%) 

   WHITE 505 (77.9%) 268 (80.2%) 237 (75.5%) 

   AMERICAN INDIAN/ALASKA NATIVE 3 (0.5%) 0 (0%) 3 (1.0%) 

   ASIAN 6 (0.9%) 5 (1.5%) 1 (0.3%) 

HISPANIC    

   YES 11 (1.7%) 5 (1.5%) 6 (1.9%) 

   NO 637 (98.3%) 329 (98.5%) 308 (98.1%) 

APOE4+*  209 (33.8%) 86 (26.7%) 123 (41.6%) 

CDR-SOB* 1.01 (1.4) 0.3 (0.5) 1.8 (1.7) 

 

Table 2: Demographic Characteristics in the Validation Pilot Study Cohort 

VARIABLE1: OVERALL (70) NC (41) IMPAIRED (29) 

AGE 71.6 (9.1) 70.2 (8.9) 73.6 (9.3) 

SEX    

   MALE 19 (27.4%) 9 (22.0%) 10 (34.5%) 

   FEMALE 51 (72.9%) 32 (78.1%) 19 (65.5%) 

EDUCATION 15.6 (2.4) 16.1 (2.4) 15.0 (2.4) 

RACE    

   BLACK/AFRICAN AMERICAN 14 (20.0%) 9 (22.0%) 5 (17.2%) 

   WHITE 56 (80.0%) 32 (78.1%) 24 (82.8%) 

   AMERICAN INDIAN/ALASKA NATIVE 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

   ASIAN 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

HISPANIC    

   YES 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

   NO 70 (100%) 41 (100%) 29 (100%) 

APOE4+ 27 (40.3%) 15 (36.6%) 12 (46.2%) 

  

                                                 
1 Means and standard deviations are listed for continuous variables. Sample size (n) and % are listed for categorical 

variables. * Variables with significant differences across cognitive groups (p < 0.05) 
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Table 3: Baseline scores of cognitive measures used in PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC in the 

ADRC Clinical Core Cohort 

MEASURE2: OVERALL (648) NC (334) IMPAIRED (314) 

MMSE* 27.8 (2.5) 29.0 (1.2) 26.5 (2.9) 

CRAFT STORY DR* 16.2 (2.0) 20.8 (5.8) 11.3 (7.1) 

DSC* 54.7 (16.0) 62.3 (13.5) 46.6 (14.6) 

RAVLT* 6.0 (4.2) 8.7 (3.3) 3.2 (3.0) 

Category Fluency* 32.3 (9.2) 36.8 (7.7) 27.5 (8.1) 

MoCA* 23.8 (5.6) 26.3 (2.4) 21.2 (6.7) 

 

Table 4: Baseline scores of cognitive measures used in PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC in the 

Validation Pilot Study 

MEASURE2: OVERALL (70) NC (41) IMPAIRED (29) 

MMSE* 28.2 (2.0) 29.0 (1.3) 27.0 (2.2) 

CRAFT STORY DR* 17.8 (7.9) 21.3 (6.4) 12.9 (7.4) 

DSC* 57.3 (16.4) 66.4 (12.3) 44.5 (12.5) 

RAVLT* 6.4 (4.6) 8.7 (4.2) 3.2 (2.9) 

Category Fluency* 34.2 (8.5) 37.8 (7.5) 29.1 (7.2) 

MoCA* 24.2 (3.8) 26.0 (3.3) 21.8 (3.1) 

 

Table 5: ADRC Clinical Core Cohort PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC-in by cognitive groups and 

APOE4 status 

COMPOSITE3: OVERALL (648) NC (334) IMPAIRED (314) APOE4− (375) APOE4+ (197) 

PACC5-RAVLT*° -0.8 (1.1) 0.0 (0.6) -1.6 (1.0) -0.4 (0.8) -1.0 (1.2) 

tPACC-in*° -0.6 (0.9) 0.0 (0.6) -1.2 (0.7) -0.6 (1.1) -0.8 (0.9) 

 

Table 6: Validation Pilot Study Cohort PACC5-RAVLT and tPACC by cognitive groups and 

APOE4 status 

COMPOSITE3: OVERALL (70) NC (41) IMPAIRED (29) APOE4− (40) APOE4+ (27) 

PACC5-RAVLT* -0.5 (1.1) 0.1 (0.7) -1.4 (0.8) -0.3 (1.0) -0.6 (1.0) 

tPACC-in* -0.4 (0.8) 0.0 (0.6) -1.1 (0.7) -0.3 (0.8) -0.5 (0.8) 

tPACC-rem* -0.5 (0.8) 0.1 (0.5) -0.8 (0.7) -0.5 (0.7) -0.4 (0.8) 

 

  

                                                 
2 Mean (SD) scores are listed across cognitive groups. * Variables with significant differences (p < 0.05) 
3 Mean (SD) scores are listed across cognitive and APOE4 groups. * Variables with significant differences across 

cognitive groups (p < 0.05). ° Variables with significant differences across APOE4 groups (p < 0.05). 
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Table 7: Neuroimaging markers (outcome) and tPACC 

OUTCOME Beta (95% Confidence Interval) p-value 

Temporal Meta ROI Thickness, mm 0.07 (0.06, 0.09) <0.0001 

Whole Brain Volume, L 0.01 (0.01, 0.02) <0.0001 

HCV, % of ICV 0.03 (0.02, 0.04) <0.0001 

Log-WMH -0.20 (-0.30, -0.10) 0.0002 

ASL CBF Hippocampi 1.28 (0.24, 2.32) 0.0161 

ASL CBF Temporal Meta ROI 1.43 (0.61, 2.26) 0.0007 

ASL CBF Frontal Lobe 1.04 (0.24, 1.84) 0.0113 

ASL CBF WM 0.10 (-0.31, 0.51) 0.6361 

DTI_FA WM 0.0002 (-0.0024, 0.0028) 0.8880 

NODDI WM FW -0.0048 (-0.0075, -0.0020) 0.0007 

 

Table 7.1: Neuroimaging markers and tPACC (outcome) 

VARIABLE Beta (95% Confidence Interval) p-value 

Temporal Meta ROI Thickness 1.87 (1.47, 2.27) <0.0001 

Whole Brain Volume 5.81 (4.04, 7.59) <0.0001 

HCV 4.15 (3.24, 5.06) <0.0001 

Log-WMH -0.13 (-0.20, -0.06) 0.0002 

ASL CBF Hippocampi 0.0087 (0.0016, 0.0157) 0.0161 

ASL CBF Temporal Meta ROI 0.02 (0.01, 0.02) 0.0007 

ASL CBF Frontal Lobe 0.0118 (0.0027, 0.0209) 0.0113 

ASL CBF WM 0.0043 (-0.014, 0.0223) 0.6361 

DTI_FA WM 0.21 (-2.74, 3.17) 0.8880 

NODDI WM FW -5.06 (-7.98, -2.14) 0.0007 
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Figure 1: tPACC-in vs PACC5-RAVLT in ADRC Clinical Core Cohort  
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Figure 2: tPACC-in vs PACC5-RAVLT in Validation Pilot Study Cohort 

 

 

 

  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(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 this preprintthis version posted August 6, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.03.23293329doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.03.23293329


Figure 3: tPACC-rem vs PACC5-RAVLT in Validation Pilot Study Cohort  
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Figure 4: tPACC-rem vs tPACC-in in Validation Pilot Study Cohort 
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