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Conventional neuropsychological assessments of
cognitive impairment are constrained by infrequent
administration, susceptibility to practice effect,
ceiling/floor effects, and ‘white-coat’ biases due to
in-clinic execution-2.

The CoGames battery of user-adaptive assessments of cognition demonstrated usability, likability and preliminary evidence of
construct validity in participants with mild cognitive impairment (MCI), with an efficient mitigation of practice effects.

Materials and Methods

Figure 1: CoGames assessments

Design Prospective, single-centre feasibility study.

Figure 2: Study Schedule of Assessments
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performance on a session-by-session basis prior to  Study Objectives (Figure 2). difficulty phase was evaluated descriptively and
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Preliminary  findings  from the first 25  gg5essments reached by PWMCl and HV at the end of the  cgnstruct validity was evaluated through known-

participants enrolled in the ADAPT-MCI-01 study
(NCTO7174869) are reported here.

® To evaluate the feasibility and performance of the DDA system
® To establish the construct validity of each CoGames assessment

adaptive phase and the number of sessions required
to reach a steady-state plateau of difficulty level.

group discrimination (HV vs PwMCI) and convergent
correlation with MoCA total score.

Results
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