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Abstract   

Objectives  

To assess the feasibility of linking and comparing markers of dementia-related health 

recorded in primary care electronic health records (EHR) to assessments of cognitive function 

undertaken in a specialist dementia service.  

Methods 

One thousand patients in a UK secondary care specialist dementia service were invited to take 

part. Primary care EHR were requested from 72 general practices of consenting patients. 

Sixty-three previously established individual markers within 13 broader domains of dementia-

related health were then extracted from primary care EHR and compared to cognitive 

assessments scores recorded in the dementia service EHR.  

Results 

258 (26%) patients consented to take part. At least one cognitive assessment score was 

recorded for 242 (94%) patients, but primary and secondary care EHR records could only be 

linked in 93 patients. 56 of these 93 patients had two cognitive assessments scores at least 12 

months apart. In the patients with data available for analysis individuals with a higher number 

of markers and domains recorded in their primary care records had lower mean cognitive 

assessment scores (range 1.6-2.1 points), and after adjustment for earlier cognitive scores 

(range 2.0-2.5 points), indicating poorer cognitive function, although differences were not 

statistically significant. 

Conclusion 

This feasibility study highlights the challenges in obtaining consent and linking primary and 

secondary care EHR in dementia, and in extracting cognitive function scores from dementia 

service EHR.   

 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 13, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.11.22279756doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.11.22279756
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


[4] 

 

Introduction 

The number of people with dementia is increasing as the population ages and dementia has a 

large impact on the lives of individuals with the condition as well as their families and 

caregivers.1,2 Strategies have been proposed to prolong independence, reduce hospital 

admissions, delay nursing home admissions, and prevent early mortality for people with 

dementia.3-6 Information on the course of dementia prior to these long-term outcomes could 

improve prognosis at an individual patient level, aid planning and monitoring of care for 

dementia, and allow evaluation of earlier outcomes in research studies including clinical trials 

in dementia.1,7 

 

In many countries primary care is the first point of contact and location of management of 

common health conditions including dementia. Primary care can play a key role in addressing 

strategies to improve outcomes for dementia. One potential resource for monitoring the course 

of dementia in primary care are Electronic Health Records (EHR). Primary care EHR contain 

information that is routinely recorded in patient encounters. This typically includes coded 

reasons for consultations, prescriptions, referrals, investigations and tests. In the UK, over 

95% of the population are registered with a general practitioner (GP) and the place where 

most routine chronic disease management including dementia occurs, and so these records are 

a useful resource for studying how illnesses progress. However, to date, primary care EHR 

have not been used to research the course of dementia after diagnosis. There is evidence that 

this might be possible as key comorbidities and signs and symptoms likely to be recorded in 

primary care have been associated with dementia and could be indicative of disease 

progression and severity (e.g. malnutrition, fall trauma, neuropsychiatric disorders, sleep 

disorders.8,9 These signs and symptoms are likely to occur prior to more recognised long-term 

outcomes such as hospital or care home admission, and earlier mortality. Therefore, there is 
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the potential for primary care EHR to be a source of population-wide data on course and 

prognosis of dementia for research and monitoring and for targeted anticipatory care of 

individuals. 

 

We have previously established a set of potential primary care EHR markers (categorised into 

different domains) of dementia progression,10 and shown that these are associated with future  

outcomes such as mortality and hospital admission.11 In particular, we found that the number 

of different domains accumulated in the primary care records in a 12-month period was 

associated with the occurrence of these future outcomes.11 However, an important gap in 

developing these EHR markers as the basis for epidemiological and intervention studies is to 

establish their construct validity as markers of actual dementia severity and progression.  

 

In order to address this gap, we have undertaken a feasibility study obtaining and linking 

primary and secondary care EHR in patients sampled from a secondary care setting where 

objective assessments of cognitive function had been performed and recorded as part of 

clinical care. In patients consenting to accessing and linking their records, we compared the 

results of these assessments with data extracted independently from the primary care EHR of 

the individuals in this sample. We also assessed the challenges of performing this type of 

study.  

 

 

Materials & methods 

Study population 

The CoMed study recruited patients from a secondary care dementia service within South 

Staffordshire and Shropshire, UK, delivered by the Midlands Partnership NHS Foundation 
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Trust. Written informed consent was obtained from patients with dementia (or personal 

consultee's advice for those not able to give consent) to access and link their secondary care 

dementia service and primary care medical records for research purposes. Ethical approval 

was obtained by the UK National Research Ethics Service, Wales 7 Committee (REC 

reference: 18/WA/0423). 

 

Eligible participants met the following selection criteria. 

Inclusion criteria: 

• Aged 18 years and over  

• Confirmed diagnosis of dementia recorded in the dementia service medical records 

• Assessment by the dementia service in the previous 12 months 

• Living in the UK regions covered by three local Clinical Commissioning Groups 

(CCGs)   

Exclusion criteria: 

• Lists of potentially eligible patients were screened by clinical care teams to exclude 

those where contact would likely cause undue distress or harm e.g. palliative care or 

significant life event 

• A recorded indication in their dementia service medical records that they did not wish 

to take part in research.  

 

One thousand eligible patients were randomly selected and mailed a study information pack 

by post inviting them to take part in the study, i.e. consent to access and linkage of their 

primary care and dementia service records, with a reminder sent after two weeks if no 

response.  
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Data collection from medical records 

In those consenting to take part in the study, cognitive assessment scores in the 10 years prior 

to the date of consent were retrieved from the electronic dementia service medical records. 

Cognitive assessments used by the dementia service included the Mini Mental State 

Examination (MMSE), Addenbrooke’s Cognitive Examination - III (ACE-III) and Mini 

Addenbrooke’s Cognitive Examination (MACE).12-14 Higher scores for each test reflect better 

cognitive function. ACE III (range 0-100) and MACE scores (0-30) were converted into 

standardised MMSE scores (0-30) using previously established conversion methods.15,16  

 

Primary care EHR were requested from each consenting patient’s general practice for the 10 

years prior to the date of consent was provided. This included all recorded electronic Read 

codes (a hierarchical coding system used in UK primary care for recording morbidity and 

processes of care) and prescriptions. EHR were requested in the form of an electronic 

download at the general practice and transferred to the researchers via NHS email.  

 

Markers of dementia progression 

A list of potential primary care markers (Read coded and prescribed medication) of dementia-

related health nested into domains has been established previously. Full methodology is 

detailed elsewhere;10 but included systematic literature searches, consensus exercises 

including GPs, psychiatrists, epidemiologists and EHR researchers, and analysis of a regional 

primary care EHR database. Sixty-three potential markers of dementia-related health were 

grouped into 13 domains (Supplementary Table 1): Care, Home Pressures, Severe 

Neuropsychiatric, Neuropsychiatric, Cognitive Function, Daily Functioning, Safety, 

Comorbidity, Symptoms, Diet/Nutrition, Imaging, Increased Multimorbidity (based on 

polypharmacy), and Change in Dementia-Related Drug. 
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Analysis 

In consenting patients, the number and proportion of patients with linked primary and 

secondary care EHR was determined. Then i) the number of patients with at least one 

cognitive assessment score recorded was established for the cross-sectional analysis and ii) 

the number of patients with two cognitive assessments scores at least 12 months apart was 

established for the longitudinal analysis. 

 

We compared the results of cognitive assessments undertaken as part of clinical care in the 

secondary care dementia service with data extracted independently from the primary care 

EHR.  

 

For the cross-sectional analyses all consenting participants who had at least one assessment 

recorded in the dementia service were included. Domains and markers were identified in their 

primary care EHR for the 12 months before each patient’s most recent cognitive assessment 

(the “end” score). Patients were then grouped based on the tertile number of domains and of 

markers recorded in the primary care EHR over that 12-month period. The mean standardised 

MMSE score for each group and mean differences in scores between groups were calculated 

using the most recent cognitive assessment score in the dementia service medical records. The 

relationships between cognitive assessment scores and recording of individual domains were 

also determined. 

 

For the longitudinal analyses the sub-group of consenting participants who had at least two 

assessments recorded in the dementia service at least 12 months apart were analysed. Records 

of domains and markers were identified in primary care records between the dates of a 

patient’s earliest (start) and most recent (end) cognitive assessment at the dementia service. 
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Patients were again grouped based on the tertile number of domains and of markers recorded 

in the primary care EHR over that period. Mean standardised MMSE end score and mean 

differences in scores between groups (with 95% confidence intervals) were derived adjusting 

for the earliest recorded score (the “start” score) using analysis of covariance. Finally, the 

relationships between most recent cognitive assessment score and recording of individual 

domains, adjusted for earliest cognitive assessment score, were also determined. 

 

 

Results 

Of the 1000 patients invited to take part, 258 (26%) consented (Figure 1). Two-hundred and 

forty-two (94%) patients had one or more cognitive assessment scores recorded in their 

dementia service medical records. Primary care EHR were obtained and linked to dementia 

service medical records for 93 (38%) of these 242 patients from 34/72 (47%) GP practices 

and they formed the main sample in which the cross-sectional analysis was undertaken. There 

was no response from 30 (42%) practices covering 121 (50%) patients. There were 8 (11%) 

GP practices that did make contact but who did not contribute EHR data. The main reasons 

for this were being too busy (4 GP practices; 12 patients), incompatible systems for electronic 

download (2 GP practice; 8 patients) and inability/against practice protocol to send electronic 

data (2 GP practices; 8 patients). Age and gender distributions were comparable between 

those with and without primary care EHR information, but the diagnosis duration to MMSE 

end score was shorter and the end (most recent) median MMSE score was slightly higher 

indicating better cognitive function in those with linked primary care information (Table 1).  
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Table 1. Descriptive characteristics of study participants overall, and in those with and without 

linked primary care EHR 

 All patients with ≥1 

MMSE score 

Patients with ≥1 

MMSE score but no 

primary care EHR 

Patients with ≥1 

MMSE score & 

primary care EHR 

Number of participants 

 

242 149 93 

Age: Mean (SD) 

 

78.9 (8.4) 78.4 (9.0) 79.6 (7.4) 

Female Sex: n (%) 

 

140 (58) 88 (59) 52 (56) 

Diagnosis duration to  

MMSE end score*; days:  

Median (IQR) 

 

 

350 (-2, 706) 

 

399 (40, 784) 

 

260 (-5, 582) 

MMSE end score*: Mean (SD) 

               Median (IQR) 

23.2 (11.0) 

23.2 (20.3, 25.8) 

23.1 (13.5) 

22.8 (19.2, 25.1) 

23.2 (4.6) 

24.4 (20.9, 26.7) 

*MMSE end score = most recently recorded score. 

 

In the cross-sectional analysis, individuals with the highest numbers of markers (≥5) and 

domains (≥4) recorded in their primary care records in the 12 months before their most recent 

dementia service assessment had lower mean MMSE end scores by 2.1 (markers) and 1.6 

(domains) points, respectively, than those with the fewest (0-2 markers or domains) indicating 

poorer cognitive function (Table 2). However, differences were not statistically significant. 

 

 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 13, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.11.22279756doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.11.22279756
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


[12] 

 

Table 2. Relationship between MMSE score and the number of domains and markers (n=93) 

 Number n 

patients 

Median MMSE 

end score (IQR) 

Mean MMSE 

end score (SD) 

Mean difference in             

MMSE end score
  

(95% CI) 

Domains
a 

0-2 

3 

≥4 

37 

25 

31 

24.4 (21.8, 26.2) 

26.2 (22.1, 27.8) 

23.8 (18.0, 25.6) 

23.6 (3.6) 

24.0 (4.8) 

22.0 (4.6) 

Ref 

0.4 (-1.9, 2.8) 

-1.6 (-3.8, 0.6) 

Markersa 0-2 

3-4 

≥5 

29 

38 

26 

24.4 (21.2, 26.4) 

25.1 (21.9, 27.2) 

23.5 (18.0, 25.4) 

23.6 (3.9) 

24.0 (4.2) 

21.6 (4.6) 

Ref 

0.4 (-1.8, 2.6) 

-2.1 (-4.5, 0.3) 

a
 Recorded in the 12m before most recent MMSE assessment date. MMSE end score = most recently recorded score. 

 

Fifty-six patients had two cognitive assessments scores recorded in the dementia service 

medical records a minimum of 12 months apart and had primary care information obtained. 

These patients formed the sub-sample in which the longitudinal analysis was undertaken. 

Median time between start and end assessments was 783 (IQR 555, 1116) days. Mean 

differences in most recent MMSE scores after adjustment for earliest MMSE score, 

comparing those with the most recorded markers (≥7) and domains (≥6) to those with the 

fewest, were 2.0 and 2.5 points, respectively (Table 3). This suggest more cognitive function 

decline in those with more recorded markers and domains, however the differences were not 

statistically significant. 
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Table 3. Relationship between MMSE score over time and the number of domains and markers 

(n=56) 

 Number n  

patients 

Mean 

MMSE end 

score 

Unadjusted mean 

difference in MMSE 

end score 

(95% CI) 

Adjusted mean 

difference in MMSE 

end scorea  

(95% CI) 

Domains
b 

1-3 

4-5 

≥6 

20 

26 

10 

24.5 

23.0 

21.1 

Ref 

-1.6 (-4.5, 1.3) 

-3.5 (-7.3, 0.3) 

Ref 

-1.0 (-3.4, 1.3) 

-2.5 (-5.5, 0.6) 

Markersb 1-4 

5-6 

≥7 

22 

16 

18 

24.2 

23.4 

21.8 

Ref 

-0.8 (-4.1, 2.4) 

-2.4 (-5.5, 0.8) 

Ref 

-0.4 (-3.0, 2.2) 

-2.0 (-4.5, 0.5) 

a 
Adjusted for MMSE start (earliest) score; 

b
 Recorded between dates of start and end score. End score = most recently 

recorded score. 

 

Individuals in the cross-sectional sample (n=93) who had markers recorded in the domains of 

Daily Functioning, Safety, Care, and Diet/Nutrition in the 12 months before their dementia 

service assessment had lower mean MMSE end scores by 3.5 to 7.6 points, indicating poorer 

cognitive function compared to individuals that did not have markers recorded from these 

domains (Table 4).  However, the number of people recorded with these domains was low. 

 

In the longitudinal analysis (n=56), reduced mean scores on the most recent MMSE 

assessment persisted for patients with recorded markers in the domains of Daily Functioning, 

Safety, Care, and Diet/Nutrition after adjustment for earliest recorded MMSE score by 1.7 to 

3.3 points, showing they had more cognitive function decline compared to individuals that did 

not have markers in these domains (Table 5). However, the number of patients with these 
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domains were again low and differences were only statistically significant for the Safety 

domain. 

 

Table 4. Relationship between MMSE score and individual domains (n=93) 

 n patients 

with 

recorded 

domain 

Mean MMSE end score 

 

Mean difference (95% CI) 

Domaina Domain 

absent 

Domain 

present 

 

Care 13 23.7 20.2 -3.5 (-6.2, 0.9) 

Home Pressures 0 23.2 c c 

Severe Neuropsychiatric 2 23.3 c c 

Neuropsychiatric 42 23.1 23.3 0.3 (-1.6, 2.2) 

Cognitive Function 35 22.4 24.5 2.1 (0.2, 4.0) 

Daily Functioning 5 23.6 16.1 -7.6 (-11.4, -3.7) 

Safety 7 23.5 19.0 -4.6 (-8.0, -1.1) 

Comorbidity 54 22.6 23.6 1.0 (-0.9, 2.9) 

Symptoms 26 23.3 23.0 -0.3 (-2.4, 1.8) 

Diet/Nutrition 17 23.9 20.2 -3.7 (-6.0, -1.3) 

Imaging 17 23.2 23.0 -0.2 (-2.7, 2.2) 

Increased Multimorbidity
b 

40 23.5 22.8 -0.6 (-2.5, 1.3) 

Change in Dementia-related Drug
b 

21 23.1 23.6 0.6 (-1.7, 2.8) 

a
 Recorded in 12 months before most recent MMSE assessment date; 

 b
 Compared to previous 12 months; 

c 
Not presented 

as prevalence was less than 5 people. MMSE end score = most recently recorded score. 
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Table 5. Relationship between MMSE score over time and individual domains (n=56) 

 N 

patients 

with 

recorded 

domain 

Mean MMSE end 

score 

Unadjusted mean 

difference
 
(95% CI) 

Adjusted mean 

difference
c
 (95% 

CI) 

Domaina  Domain 

absent 

Domain 

present 

  

Care 15 24.0 20.9 -3.1 (-6.0, -0.2) -2.2 (-4.6, 0.1) 

Home Pressures 0 23.2 d    d d 

Severe Neuropsychiatric 2 23.4 d d d 

Neuropsychiatric 33 22.8 23.5 0.7 (-2.0, 3.4) 0.8 (-1.4, 3.0) 

Cognitive Function 18 22.7 24.3 1.7 (-1.2, 4.5) 0.6 (-1.7, 3.0) 

Daily Functioning 6 23.6 19.5 -4.2 (-8.3, 0.0) -1.7 (-5.3, 1.8) 

Safety 10 23.8 20.3 -3.5 (-6.9, -0.2) -3.3 (-6.0, -0.7) 

Comorbidity 43 21.2 23.8 2.6 (-0.5, 5.7) 0.5 (-2.1, 3.2) 

Symptoms 29 23.7 22.7 -1.0 (-3.7, 1.6) -0.1 (-2.3, 2.0) 

Diet/Nutrition 17 24.1 21.1 -2.9 (-5.7, -0.1) -1.9 (-4.2, 0.4) 

Imaging 16 22.8 24.2 1.4 (-1.6, 4.3) 1.5 (-0.9, 3.8) 

Increased Multimorbidityb 23 24.1 21.9 -2.1 (-4.8, 0.5) -0.8 (-3.0, 1.5) 

Change in Dementia-related Drug
b 

16 23.2 23.3 0.1 (-2.9, 3.1) -0.5 (-2.8, 1.9) 

a 
Recorded between dates of earliest and most recent recorded MMSE score.;

 b
 Compared to previous 12 months; 

c
 

Adjusted for earliest recorded MMSE score; 
d 

Not presented as prevalence was less than 5 people. MMSE end score=most 

recently recorded score. 
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Discussion 

This study aimed to pilot linking and comparing potential markers of dementia progression 

routinely recorded in primary care against cognitive assessments undertaken in a specialist 

dementia service. There were difficulties in obtaining primary care information which meant 

that linked primary and secondary care EHR could only be obtained in just over a third of 

consenting patients. Further to this, fewer than expected patients had repeated cognitive 

assessment scores that were at least 12 months apart recorded in the dementia service medical 

records. While the study was underpowered, those with a higher number of domains and 

markers recorded in primary care had trends towards poorer cognitive function as assessed in 

the dementia service which suggests the domains and markers are associated with greater 

disease progression. These differences were not statistically significant, but the findings do 

concord with our previous validation study which showed that the number of recorded 

domains early after diagnosis were strongly associated with long term outcomes of hospital 

admission, palliative care and mortality.11  

 

This study used information routine collected as part of primary care to investigate a 

rigorously developed set of domains and markers. This approach reduced the burden on the 

patient with dementia and their caregiver who were asked only for consent to access and link 

medical records. Previous dementia studies have recruited by post with response rates from 

UK and other countries ranging between 22.3 (UK) and 31.3% (Norway);17,18 this method was 

selected as it was felt it would be less time consuming than recruiting through dementia 

service clinics and would not add extra burden to clinicians or patients in the consultations in 

which there are already often time pressures. While our response rate of 25.2% is generally in 

line with the previous dementia studies recruiting by post, and comparable to other large 

surveys, the response to our study was low.17-19 Information including study packs handed out 
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by dementia service staff at clinical appointments could potentially increase response. A study 

population of 258 could have given us sufficient power to undertake the planned analysis 

however, there was difficulty in obtaining information from general practices. This was 

despite providing instructions and technical support for undertaking the electronic download 

of GP record data. This is likely to reflect time pressures but may also relate to lack of 

experience with research and concern over releasing records in more research-naïve practices. 

This reduced the power of our study, and particularly limited our assessment of individual 

domains.  

 

In this study there were also a number of challenges related to the lack of standardisation and 

completion of cognitive assessment measures utilised within the secondary care dementia 

service.4 Firstly, mapping ACE-III and MACE to the MMSE was possible based on published 

formulae, however this method has not been extensively validated and some patients had 

values outside the range of the MMSE once standardised. Secondly, many patients had only 

one (or no) cognitive assessment score and this may reflect that in clinical practice it is the 

individual areas covered by the measures that are more important (i.e. the indicators of 

specific components of memory function), rather than the full scores themselves. Added to 

that is the potential for patients to be unwilling or not able to complete the full test. This study 

has also focussed on those with diagnosed dementia. While advances have been made to 

improve the timely detection of dementia within primary care;20 a significant proportion (~ 

40%) will be undetected and undiagnosed, and those with more severe dementia may be more 

likely to be diagnosed.21,22 

 

Despite the reduced sample size, the domains of Care, Daily Functioning, Safety, and 

Diet/Nutrition showed trends of poorer cognitive assessment scores in those with markers 
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from these domains recorded in primary care. The mean differences seen in MMSE scores 

between individuals with and without markers recorded in these domains were clinically 

significant when compared to recommended levels of important differences (between 1 and 3 

MMSE points).23 Importantly, these domains were also found to be associated with longer 

term outcomes of hospital admission, palliative care and mortality in a previous validation 

study in a UK primary care database.11 However, there was a low number of people with 

these domains recorded and so this current study should be viewed as exploratory with its 

findings requiring confirmation in larger studies. 

 

Our findings, in this and our previous study, suggest particular domains and markers impact 

on outcomes for those with dementia.11 This has also been found in previous non-EHR 

research internationally. For example, changes in care including shared decision making and 

advanced care planning have been found to be associated with care home admission and 

palliative care,24,25 and caregiver coping and stress are associated with mortality in the person 

with dementia.26 Common markers in the Safety domain are falls and fractures and are likely 

to reflect the increased vulnerability in this population. Falls have previously been associated 

with increased rates of hospitalisation and mortality.27-29 Nutrition has previously been 

associated with the longer-term outcome of mortality in people living with dementia.30,31 This 

supports the creditability that these domains may be valid indicators of poorer short-term and 

long-term outcomes in dementia.  

 

A potentially unexpected finding was that individuals who had one or more primary care 

markers recorded in the cognitive function domain had higher (better) MMSE scores in the 

cross-sectional analysis, although this was not apparent when adjusted for earlier MMSE 

score in the longitudinal analysis. It is possible cognitive function markers are recorded in 
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primary care more commonly in the earlier stages of the disease as part of the diagnosis 

process.  

 

The challenges in gaining consent and collating EHR information in this study can inform 

similar future research, including the larger studies needed to confirm the findings of this 

study. Improved collection of primary care information may be possible by reversing the 

approach taken here and determining the initial study population at general practices, who 

agree a priori to release records of consenting patients and are located within the dementia 

service’s catchment area, rather than at the dementia service. This would mean gaining 

agreement from a large number of practices and hence be more resource intensive. It may also 

help to target GP practices that have previously been involved in research as they will have 

greater understanding and appreciation of being involved in research, and potentially be more 

supportive. In the future, improved integration of records between primary and secondary care 

may also help studies like this. However, future research studies may also need to consider 

patient-reported data collected by either survey or interview and linked to EHR in order to 

explore in-depth the association between dementia assessments, patient and carer information, 

and EHR data. 

 

Despite the challenges, the findings from this study of linked primary care and secondary care 

dementia service medical records and our previous study using a national EHR database 

suggest these markers and domains recorded in primary care do reflect disease progression in 

dementia. Further research is needed to assess how these markers and domains may be used 

by healthcare professionals to characterise, monitor, and predict the future course of patients 

following a diagnosis of dementia.  
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Supplementary Table 1. List of the markers within each domain and examples 

Domain Marker Examples 

Care Additional Help Home help, day care 

Carer Evidence has a carer in records 

Shared Decision Making Shared decision making 

Advanced Directive Advanced care planning 

Home Pressures Home Pressures Marital problems, family bereavement/row 

Severe Neuropsychiatric        Severe Mental Illness (coded)
 

Psychosis, schizophrenia 

Severe Mental Illness 

(medication) 

Anti-psychotic drug 

Sectioned Sectioned Form completed/fee paid 

Crisis Mental crisis plan, referral to crisis team 

Suicidal Suicidal, high/medium suicide risk 

Neuropsychiatric Depression, Anxiety, Stress 

(coded)
 

Depression, anxiety, stress 

 Depression, Anxiety, Stress 

(medication) 

Anti-depressant drug 

 Aggressive Behaviour Aggressive/abusive behaviour 

 Sleep Problems (coded) Insomnia, nightmares 

 Sleep Problems (medication) Hypnotic/anxiolytic drug 

 Behavioural Issues Behavioural problem, disinhibited behaviour 

 Low Mood Low mood, tearful, worried, lack of 

concentration 

 Wandering Wanders during day/night 

Cognitive Function Cognition Cognitive decline, mentally vague 
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Memory Loss Memory loss, amnesia, poor memory 

Confusion Confusion, delirium, disorientated 

Aphasia Aphasia, speech therapy/defect, stammer 

Daily Functioning 

 

Bedbound
 

Bedbound, bed-ridden 

Wheelchair Provision of/independent in wheelchair 

Severe mobility limitation Housebound, chairbound, zimmer frame 

Mobility – Less Severe 

Limitation 

Mobility poor, walking stick, gait abnormality 

Pressure Sore Pressure sore, decubitus ulcer 

Driving Unfit to drive, advised about driving 

Difficulty in Eating  Eating problem, dependent for eating 

Difficulty Handling Finance Needs help handling financial affairs 

Personal Care Limitation Dependent for dressing/toilet/bathing 

Stairs Limitation Difficulty managing stairs, need help on stairs 

Safety Fall Recorded fall 

Fracture Recorded fracture (excl. skull) 

Intracranial Injury Skull fracture, concussion 

Safety Assessment Falls risk assessment, home safety advice 

Comorbidity Cardiovascular Myocardial infarction, ischaemic heart disease 

Stroke Stroke, cerebral infarction 

Parkinson’s Disease Parkinson’s disease 

Motor Neurone Disease Motor Neurone disease 

Diabetes Diabetes mellitus (type I or II) 

Epilepsy Epilepsy, grand mal/petiti mal, fit frequency 

Asthma / COPD Asthma, COPD, chronic bronchitis 
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Musculoskeletal Pain Osteoarthritis, regional pain, rheumatoid 

arthritis 

Anaemia Iron deficiency anaemia, Vitamin B12 deficiency 

Ocular Cataract, retinopathy, glaucoma, blindness 

Hypertension Essential hypertension, hypertensive disease 

Candidiasis Candidiasis, thrush 

Symptoms Dizziness Dizziness, vertigo, hypotension, giddiness 

Incontinence Incontinent of urine/faeces, urgency micturition 

Constipation / IBS Constipation, irritable bowel syndrome (IBS) 

Diarrhoea Diarrhoea, loose stools 

Urinary Retention of urine, haematuria, dysuria 

Neurological Fit (no epilepsy record), blackout 

Chest pain (non-

cardiovascular) 

Costochondritis, musculoskeletal/unspecified 

chest pain 

Oral Health Stomatitis, poor oral hygiene, sore mouth 

Swallowing Difficulty swallowing liquids/solids, dysphagia 

Hearing Loss Deafness, hearing loss/impairment 

“Feels Unwell” Recorded ‘Feels unwell’ 

Diet/Nutrition Poor Diet Advice re diet, high fat diet, dietician referral 

Nutrition Vitamin/iron deficiency, osteomalacia 

Weight Loss Weight decreasing/loss, underweight 

Dietary Supplement Dietary supplement 

Imaging Imaging X-ray, MRI, ECG, DXA, angiogram, CAT scan 

Increased Multimorbidity  Increase in Polypharmacy Increase in count of different drugs prescribed 

Dementia-related Drug Change in Dementia-related New or changed dementia drug prescribed 
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Drug 

Table modified from Table 1 in Campbell P, Rathod-Mistry T, Marshall M, Bailey J, Chew-Graham CA, Croft P, Frisher M, 

Hayward R, Negi R, Singh S, Tantalo-Baker S, Tarafdar S, Babatunde OO, Robinson L, Sumathipala A, Thein N, Walters K, 

Weich S, Jordan KP. (2021) Markers of dementia-related health in primary care electronic health records. Aging & Mental 

Health. 25, 1452-1462 (2021). Reproduced with permission from Taylor & Francis Group. 
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