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BACKGROUND OBJECTIVES RESULTS

+ Cognitive status informs eligibility for Alzheimer’s 1. Investigate diagnostic TABLE 1: MTD composite area under the receiving operator curve and + MTD composite showed excellent

disease (AD) anti-amyloid treatment, but accuracy of MTD for effect sizes for group comparisons ?Esgmigg;)ilitytforﬁCU vs MCI/DCI?I\fI
i i ion i istinquishi ’ =.89), outperforming a mode
Clinical Diagnosis CU vs MCI/DEM 2131 118 2249  -1.90 .89 (.86, .92) sex, education AUC=.69)

* Remote, self-administered, digital cognitive 2. Compare MTD to in-person Subgroup CU v MCl 131 96 2297 478 88 (85, .92) + Adding amyloid status to diagnostic
assessments, such as Mayo Test Drive, could cognitive measures and Sub U ve DEM 31 22 53 042 o 89’ % groups (CU/A- vs MCI/DEM/A+)
characterize cognition for available treatments and demonstrate AD sensitivity by group v ' .94 (.89, .99) improved discriminability (AUC=.95)
clinical trials, provided they accurately differentiate examining diagnostic accuracy Subgroup CUA- vs MCUDEMA+ 836 51 887  -2.56 .95 (.92, .97) *  MTD composite showed moderate
cognitively unimpaired (CU) from mild cognitive for amyloid (A+) and tau Subgroup CU A- vs MCI A+ 836 34 870  -2.30 93 (.89, .97) discriminability <zf A-IT-vs A+/T+
impairment (MCI) and mild dementia (DEM) and positivity (T+) independent of Biological AD, all A-T-vs A+T+ 790 115 905  -1.18 76 (.71, .81) .(A:?nzggl? V%ﬁfl\ﬁ_r%uai:mp'e)

ShOW SenSItIVIty to AD pathOIOgy Cognltlve Status FIGURE 1 . A. MTD Composite and demographics models B. MTD Composite and demographics demOgraphiCS imprOVed biomarker
MAYO TEST DRlVE (MTD) Model ' 1.004 group predlCtlon (p:009, AUC:86,

Demog. Only| ] 95% Cl=.82-.89)
_ _ o performance °" « MTD composite outperformed the

MAYO TEST DRIVE: Test Development through Rapid lteration, Validation and for z N—— ot MMSE (p=.02) and performed
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Web-based platform optimized for remote self-administered cognitive assessment including: clinical 0.25+ in discriminating A-/T- vs A+/T+
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* 2,249 participants (2,121 CU/96 MCI/22 DEM) from the Mayo Clinic Study of Aging and predicting C. MTD Composite vs. Mayo-PACC (N = 839) D. MTD Composite vs. Mayo-PACC f/ﬁ;‘ﬁj?mots otal, (2024), JPAD.
Alzheimer’s Disease Research Center (age=70=%12 years; 48% male; education=16+2 abnormal http://dx.doi.org/10.14283/jpad.2024.99
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years; 95% White) completed MTD remotely and unsupervised amyloid and N——
* A subset (n=1,224; 93.5% CU) completed amyloid and tau PET within three years of MTD ) '
A+ cut-off 225 Centiloid and T+ cutoff 21.29 SUVR El'a-uvspi-l-;-'s'é) p=071 F U N D I N G/CONTACT

 Logistic regression estimated associations between MTD composite performance and group NIA: RO1 AGOB1955, R21 AGO73067, P30 AGOB2677, 01 AGO06786,
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status with AUCs and 95% Cls. A priori AUC was .85 for CU vs MCI/DEM. For A-/T- vs A+/T+, Mayo PACG only 1 e o 21 AGO34676, Kevin Merszei Career Development Avard in
. . eurodegenerative Diseases researcn in ionor of Janet Vittone,
we expected MTD to perform similarly to MMSE and Mayo-PACC. AUCs between non-nested Boots Elizabeth® .
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