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ABSTRACT  

OBJECTIVES: Diagnosis of smell/taste dysfunction is necessary for appropriate medical care. 

This study examines factors affecting testing and diagnosis of smell/taste disorders .  

METHODS: The online USA Smell and Taste Patient Survey was made available to US patients 

with smell/taste disorders between April 6-20, 2022. 4,728 respondents were included.  

RESULTS: 1,791 (38%) patients reported a documented diagnosis. Patients most often saw 

family practitioners (34%), otolaryngologists (20%), and Taste/Smell clinics (6%) for smell/taste 

dysfunction. 64% of patients who went to Taste/Smell clinics received smell testing, followed by 

39% of patients who saw otolaryngologists, and 31% of patients who saw family practitioners. 

Factors associated with increased odds of diagnosis included age (25-39 years (OR 2.97, 95% CI 

[2.25, 3.95]), 40-60 (OR 3.3, 95% CI [2.56, 4.52]), and >60 (OR 4.25, 95% CI [3.21, 5.67]) vs. 18-

24 years), male gender (OR 1.26, 95% CI [1.07, 1.48]), insurance status (private (OR 1.61, 95% CI 

[1.15, 2.30]) or public (OR 2.03, 95% CI [1.42, 2.95]) vs. uninsured), perception of their family 

practitioner to be knowledgeable (OR 2.12, 95% CI [1.16, 3.90]), otolaryngologic evaluation (OR 

6.17, 95% CI [5.16, 7.38]), and psychophysical smell testing (OR 1.77, 95% CI [1.42, 2.22]).  

CONCLUSION: Psychophysical testing, otolaryngologic evaluation, patient assessment of family 

practitioner knowledge level, insurance, age, and gender are significant factors in obtaining 

smell/taste dysfunction diagnosis. This study identifies barriers to diagnosis including lack of 

insurance or access to specialist evaluation and highlights the importance of educating family 

practitioners in diagnosis and management of patients with smell/taste disorders.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, an estimated 27 million United States adults 

experienced olfactory and gustatory disturbances.1 The COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in a 

higher incidence and increased awareness of smell or taste disorders with an estimated 60% of 

the adult population experiencing smell and taste-related symptoms accompanying COVID-19 

infection.2–6 Smell and taste disorders encompass many etiologies, including infectious (COVID-

19, viral upper respiratory infection), inflammatory (nasal and paranasal sinus disease), trauma, 

toxins, malignancy, congenital, pregnancy-related changes, neurodegenerative disorders, and 

idiopathic etiologies.7–9 Given the wide range of causative etiologies, diagnosis and 

management of these disorders may prove challenging. Psychophysical testing for smell or 

taste dysfunction is crucial to ensure accurate diagnosis and provide adequate care.10 However, 

there have been many anecdotal reports of medical providers failing to hear their patients’ 

concerns and to provide a clear diagnosis.11,12 Patients are often uncertain of their prognosis or 

next steps in their medical care. 

Smell and taste dysfunction has been shown to be detrimental to quality of life.13–15 

Patients with undiagnosed or untreated disease are especially at risk of significant psychological 

and physical consequences, including anxiety, depression, malnutrition, and safety 

concerns.16,17  Establishing a diagnosis of smell or taste dysfunction is important to ensure that 

patients receive appropriate treatment, follow up, and necessary medical and social supports. 

This study utilized a nationally distributed survey to understand patient- and provider-related 

factors associated with testing and establishing a diagnosis of smell or taste dysfunction for 

patients in the United States.  

 . CC-BY-ND 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)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 22, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.20.23295861doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.20.23295861
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Corresponding Author: Dr. Gurston Nyquist  

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

This survey study of patients with smell and taste disorders in the United States was 

granted exemption by the University of Pennsylvania Institutional Review Board under protocol 

number 851039, through which Monell Chemical Senses Center is affiliated.  

USA Smell and Taste Patient Survey 

The USA Smell and Taste Patient Survey (Supplemental File) was developed through 

collaboration between the Department of Otolaryngology at Thomas Jefferson University 

Hospital, the Smell and Taste Association of North America (STANA), a chemosensory 

consultant, and the Monell Chemical Senses Center (Philadelphia, PA, USA) to understand the 

impact of smell or taste dysfunction from COVID-19 and other causes on everyday experiences, 

and to gain a better understanding of barriers to diagnosis or treatment for smell and taste loss. 

This 60-question non-incentivized survey was made available online to patients with smell and 

taste dysfunction, from April 6-20, 2022, distributed through STANA, Monell, and Jefferson 

email newsletters, and STANA social media pages including Twitter, LinkedIn, Instagram, and 

Facebook. Survey questions included patient demographics, insurance status, self-reported 

diagnosis status, onset and etiology of smell/taste dysfunction, diagnostic testing administered, 

reasons for difficulties in obtaining a diagnosis, and type of provider seen. Patients were also 

asked to rate their perception on how knowledgeable their provider was about smell or taste 

dysfunction, ranging from “not knowledgeable at all,” “slightly knowledgeable,” “moderately 

knowledgeable,” “very knowledgeable,” to “extremely knowledgeable.” In the analysis, 

perception of provider knowledge was grouped into a ‘low knowledge’ category, consisting of 

“not knowledgeable at all” and “slightly knowledgeable” responses; and a ‘high knowledge’ 
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category, consisting of “moderately knowledgeable,” “very knowledgeable,” and “extremely 

knowledgeable” responses. Survey 

Statistical Analysis 

Multivariate logistic regression was performed in R (Version 2022.12.0+353) to assess 

the effect of age, gender, smell testing, symptom onset, insurance status,  and visit with an 

otolaryngologist on having a documented diagnosis of smell and taste dysfunction. Separate 

multivariate logistic regression models were conducted to assess the effects of each type of 

testing performed on obtaining a diagnosis, the effects of perceived provider knowledge on 

obtaining a diagnosis, and the effects of different providers seen on performing smell testing. 

Age and gender were included in each model. Statistical significance was set at p<0.05. Odds 

ratios with 95% confidence intervals were calculated for statistically significant factors. Variance 

inflation factors were used to assess multicollinearity.   

 

RESULTS 

A total of 6,100 participants provided electronic informed consent and completed this 

survey, of which 5,815 indicated they resided in the United States. 5,528 participants indicated 

that they have smell and/or taste loss, referred to here as patients. Participants less than 18 

years old (n=176), those that did not answer insurance status (n=167), and who did not know if 

their smell or taste dysfunction was due to COVID-19 (n=604) were excluded. Regarding gender, 

participants who answered non-binary, prefer not to say, or other (n=34) were excluded due to 

the small sample size that could not be statistically analyzed. Thus, 4,728 patients with smell or 

taste dysfunction were included in the analyses. Patient demographics are summarized in Table 
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1; the cohort consisted of 73% females and 27% males, and was predominantly white (88%), 

insured by private insurance (66%), and aged 40-60 years old (39%). 

Table 1. Patient Summary 

Factor N % 

Documented Diagnosis Yes 1,791 38% 

 

No 1,757 37% 

 

Unsure 1,180 25% 

Gender Female 3,429 73% 

 

Male 1,299 27% 

Age 18 - 24 563 12% 

 

25 - 39 1,415 30% 

 

40-60 1,847 39% 

 

60+ 903 19% 

Race White 4,173 88% 

 

Black 262 6% 

 

Other 293 6% 

Insurance Public 1,420 30% 

 

Private 3,101 66% 

 

None 207 4% 

 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 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)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 22, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.20.23295861doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.20.23295861
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Corresponding Author: Dr. Gurston Nyquist  

53% of patients in this study sought care from a healthcare provider for their smell or 

taste dysfunction. The providers seen most often for smell or taste dysfunction were family 

practitioners (n=1,612 (34%)), followed by otolaryngologists (n=929 (20%)), Taste and Smell 

clinics (n=262 (6%)), neurologists (n=203 (4%)), and nurse practitioners (n=181 (4%)) (Table 2). 

1,791 (38%) patients had a diagnosis documented in their medical record, 1,757 (37%) did not 

have a diagnosis, and 1,180 (25%) were unsure (Table 1). Factors associated with obtaining a 

diagnosis are summarized in Table 3. Patients aged 25-39 (OR 2.97, 95% CI [2.25, 3.95]), 40-60 

(OR 3.39, 95% CI [2.56, 4.52]), and >60 (OR 4.25, 95% CI [3.21, 5.67]) were more likely to have a 

diagnosis than those aged 18-24. Males (OR 1.26, 95% CI [1.07, 1.48]) were more likely to have 

a diagnosis than females. Patients with private (OR 1.61, 95% CI [1.15, 2.30]) and public (OR 

2.03, 95% CI [1.42, 2.95]) health insurance were more likely to have a diagnosis than uninsured 

patients. Patients who saw an otolaryngologist (OR 6.17, 95% CI [5.16, 7.38]) and who received 

a smell test (OR 1.77, 95% CI [1.42, 2.22]) were more likely to have a diagnosis than those who 

did not. Those who had smell or taste dysfunction as a sequela of COVID-19 infection were 

more likely to have a documented diagnosis than those with smell or taste dysfunction from 

another etiology (OR 1.13, 95% CI [1.10, 1.58]), and those whose symptoms started after the 

pandemic were more likely to have a diagnosis than those with pre-pandemic dysfunction (OR 

1.23, 95% CI [1.07, 1.40]). 
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Table 2. Providers Seen for Smell or Taste Dysfunction 

Provider N % 

Family Practitioner 1,612 34% 

Otolaryngologist 929 20% 

Taste and Smell Clinic 262 6% 

Other 219 5% 

Neurologist 203 4% 

Nurse Practitioner 181 4% 

Allergist 128 3% 

Chiropractor 111 2% 

Acupuncturist 100 2% 

Dentist 51 1% 

Oncologist 22 0.5% 
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Table 3. Factors Associated with Smell or Taste Dysfunction Diagnosis 

Factor 

 

P-Value OR 95% CI 

Age 18-24 Ref Ref Ref 

 

25-39 <0.001 2.97 2.25, 3.95 

 

40-60 <0.001 3.39 2.56, 4.52 

 

>60 <0.001 4.25 3.21, 5.67 

Gender Female Ref Ref Ref 

 

Male 0.004 1.26 1.07, 1.48 

Insurance 

None 

Private 

Ref 

0.007 

Ref 

1.61 

Ref 

1.15, 2.30 

 

Public 0.001 2.03 1.42, 2.95 

Otolaryngologist evaluation 

No 

Yes 

Ref 

<0.001 

Ref 

6.17 

Ref 

5.16, 7.38 

Smell testing 

No 

Yes 

Ref 

<0.001 

Ref 

1.77 

Ref 

1.42, 2.22 

COVID-19 etiology 

No 

Yes 

Ref 

0.001 

Ref 

1.13 

Ref 

1.10, 1.58 

Onset after COVID-19 pandemic 

No 

Yes 

Ref 

0.003 

Ref 

1.23 

Ref 

1.07, 1.40 

Ref = reference variable in multivariate logistic regression. 
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Patient-reported reasons for difficulties in obtaining a diagnosis are demonstrated in 

Figure 1. This survey question was a “select all that apply” style question, with 2,458 (52%) 

patients selecting at least one difficulty. The most selected reason was lack of provider 

knowledge (16%), followed by not being listened to (14%), lack of access to a specialist (5%), 

symptoms being attributed to another disease (4%), lack of insurance (3%), and cost-prohibitive 

nature of testing (2%).  

 

 
 

Figure 1. “Select all that apply” responses to why patients had difficulty obtaining a diagnosis 

for their smell or taste dysfunction. 2,458 (52%) of the patients selected at least one answer. 

 

The impact of perceived provider knowledge on obtaining a diagnosis was assessed for 

each type of provider seen. Family practitioner knowledge had a significant impact on patient 

diagnosis (p=0.02) (Table 4). Patients who perceived their family practitioner to be 
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knowledgeable about smell or taste dysfunction had significantly greater odds of obtaining a 

diagnosis (2.12 [1.16, 3.90]), compared to patients who perceived their family practitioner to 

lack appropriate knowledge. Provider knowledge among otolaryngologists, nurse practitioners, 

and smell and taste clinics did not have a significant impact on patient diagnosis (Table 4). 

Table 4. Impact of Perceived Provider Knowledge on Smell or Taste Dysfunction Diagnosis 

Provider Type P-value OR 95% CI 

Otolaryngologist 0.08 -- -- 

Family Practitioner 0.02 2.12 1.16, 3.90 

Nurse Practitioner 0.11 -- -- 

Taste and Smell Clinic 0.31 -- -- 

   

Patients were asked which diagnostic testing, if any, they underwent; results are 

summarized in Figure 2. This question was a “select all that apply” style question. 18% of 

patients reported that they did not undergo any testing. 17% underwent psychophysical smell 

testing, 11% underwent nasal endoscopy, 9% underwent a medical history, 7.6% underwent 

magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), 6.9% underwent computed tomography (CT) scan, 6.7% 

underwent taste testing, and 3.6% filled out a questionnaire. Patients had different odds of 

diagnosis depending on testing, with results summarized in Table 5. Patients who underwent 

taste testing had the highest odds of diagnosis (OR 9.77, 95% CI [7.24, 13.40]), followed by MRI 

(OR 6.98, 95% CI [5.34, 9.24]), CT (OR 6.73, 95% CI [5.10, 9.01]), and nasal endoscopy (OR 6.69, 

95% CI [5.36, 8.42]).  
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Figure 2. “Select all that apply” responses for diagnostic testing that patients underwent. 

 

Table 5. Diagnostic Testing Impact on Smell or taste Dysfunction Diagnosis 

Test P-value OR 95% CI 

Taste Test <0.001 9.77 7.24, 13.40 

MRI <0.001 6.98 5.34, 9.24 

CT <0.001 6.73 5.10, 9.01 

Endoscopy <0.001 6.69 5.36, 8.42 

Questionnaire <0.001 6.43  4.45, 9.54 

History <0.001 5.67 4.50, 7.21 

Smell Test <0.001 3.28 2.71, 3.98 

Multiple Tests <0.001 2.69 2.49, 2.92 
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Among the different types of diagnostic testing available, the frequency of smell testing 

was analyzed. Table 6 summarizes the proportion of patients who obtained smell testing based 

on the type of provider seen for their smell or taste dysfunction. 64% of patients who went to a 

Taste and Smell clinic obtained smell testing (OR 10.60 [95% CI 7.87, 14.35]), followed by 39% 

of patients who saw otolaryngologists (OR 10.24 [CI 8.3, 12.70]), 34% of patients who saw 

neurologists (OR 4.25 [CI 3.05, 5.89]), and 31% of patients who saw family practitioners (OR 

3.42 [CI 2.87, 4.09]).  

Table 6. Smell Testing Based on Provider Seen for Smell or Taste Dysfunction 

Provider 

Smell Testing Performed 

OR 95% CI 

Yes No 

Taste and Smell Clinic 181 (64%) 103 (36%) 10.60 7.87, 14.35 

Otolaryngologist 366 (39%) 563 (61%) 10.24 8.28, 12.70 

Allergist 49 (38%) 79 (62%) 4.70 3.14, 6.97 

Neurologist 70 (34%) 133 (66%) 4.25 3.05, 5.89 

Acupuncture 33 (33%) 67 (67%) 4.16 2.60, 6.56 

Family Practitioner 493 (31%) 1,119 (70%) 3.42 2.87, 4.09 

Chiropractor 23 (21%) 88 (79%) 1.96 1.15, 3.22 

Other 25 (11%) 194 (89%) 0.99 0.62, 1.51 

Dentist 10 (20%) 41 (80%) 1.31 0.59, 2.67 

Nurse Practitioner 19 (10%) 162 (90%) 0.64 0.37, 1.06 

Oncologist 1 (5%) 21 (95%) 0.17 0.01, 0.88 
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DISCUSSION 

Accurate documentation and diagnostic coding is a critical aspect of patient care,18–21 as 

diagnostic coding captures the patient’s state of disease and can be used as a marker over time 

to track disease progress and treatment efficacy.21 Complete documentation is important for 

ensuring seamless communication about patients’ medical and social needs from provider to 

provider.20,21 With a multitude of etiologies resulting in smell and taste dysfunction, identifying 

and coding for the appropriate cause is paramount to counseling and subsequent treatment. 

In this study, of the 4,728 included survey participants with self-reported smell or taste 

dysfunction, less than half (38%) reported a documented diagnosis in their medical record. 

Objective smell testing, diagnostic imaging, evaluation by otolaryngology, and patient 

perceptions of family practitioner knowledge were statistically significant factors in obtaining 

smell or taste dysfunction diagnosis.  

Proper documentation of smell or taste dysfunction is necessary to provide patients the 

appropriate medical and social supports. Studies have shown that patients with olfactory 

dysfunction experience increased risk of morbidity and mortality compared to their normosmic 

counterparts, independent of confounding factors such as nutritional status, cognitive function, 

mental health, smoking and alcohol abuse, and frailty.22 Smell and taste disturbances have also 

been shown to have significant psychosocial implications on patients’ quality of life and well-

being, putting patients at higher risk of anxiety and depression.13,16,17 Previous literature has 

demonstrated that worse olfactory function correlates with worse olfactory-specific quality of 

life.15 Patients report the inability to enjoy food, maintain their appetite and nutritional status, 

participate in social gatherings, and maintain personal hygiene.13 Additionally, patients with 
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diminished senses face safety concerns such as the inability to detect smoke, fires, or gas leaks, 

and can also impact professional careers for chefs, firefighters, and perfumers for 

example.13,23,24 Without documentation and record-keeping of smell or taste dysfunction, new 

providers may not be aware of the impact of untreated disease on quality of life, nutrition, and 

physical and mental health.13  

Olfactory dysfunction can also be a clinical indicator for other disease processes such as 

neurodegenerative disease or tumors, in which a timely diagnosis is essential.25 For example, 

olfactory dysfunction may be a heralding sign of Parkinson’s disease and can serve as a specific 

diagnostic marker in the prodromal period.26 If olfactory dysfunction is not documented in a 

patient’s medical record, the provider may not be as diligent in monitoring the patient for early 

signs of cognitive decline at future visits, and this important clinical information would not be 

communicated to other treating providers.  

Objective smell testing is clinically proven and medically necessary to establish a 

diagnosis of olfactory dysfunction, and can monitor response to treatments throughout follow 

up.24,27,28 In this study, patients that underwent smell testing were significantly more likely to 

obtain a diagnosis than those who did not. In this analysis, patients reported undergoing smell 

testing most often at specialty Taste and Smell clinics, which typically do not accept insurance 

and cost upwards of $500 for a consultation.29 Access to such clinics is limited, as only 6% of 

participants received care in these settings. Patients had greater access to family practitioners 

(34%) and otolaryngologists (20%) for evaluation of smell or taste dysfunction. However, only 

39% of patients who saw otolaryngologists underwent smell testing, and even fewer patients 

who saw family practitioners (31%). It is important to note that although family practitioners 
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were the most visited provider for smell or taste dysfunction, less than a third performed smell 

testing, therefore representing a large, potential cohort of undiagnosed patients.  

Outside of self-pay Taste and Smell clinics, medical providers may be less inclined to 

perform smell testing on patients with smell or taste dysfunction due to lack of insurance 

reimbursement for such tests30. To date, there is no Current Procedural Terminology (CPT) code 

specifically for olfactory testing, and providers are left with no option but to use the unlisted 

code 92700 for “unlisted otorhinolaryngological service or procedure.”30 This CPT code is often 

not reimbursed30,31. The findings of this study demonstrate the importance of objective smell 

testing in establishing a diagnosis of olfactory disorders. In addition, our findings support the 

need for efforts to create a new CPT code and obtain insurance reimbursement of objective 

psychophysical testing for olfactory dysfunction and other chemosensory disorders.  

There are a variety of validated, objective psychophysical tests available for assessing 

olfactory dysfunction. These include the 40-item Smell Identification Test (UPSIT), the 12-item 

Brief Smell Identification Test (BSIT), and the 9-item NIH Toolbox Odor Identification Test, 

which are multiple choice questions presented as microencapsulated odorant strips in a 

“scratch and sniff” format.32–36 These tests measure odor identification, but not threshold or 

intensity.32 These tests are relatively inexpensive, ranging from $20 to $30 per test for the BSIT 

and UPSIT, and about $2.50 per test for the NIH Toolbox.33–36 In order to test odor threshold 

and discrimination in addition to identification, the Sniffin’ Sticks test may be used.37–40 This test 

is reusable but is significantly more expensive than the “scratch and sniff” format tests, costing 

approximately $1,325 per set. Sniffin’ Sticks can be burdensome to providers as they are time-

consuming to administer and require training for proper administration. Rapid, inexpensive 
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smell tests that can be used as screening tools are being developed but their implementation in 

clinical practice is still dependent on validation and reimbursement.41–43.      

The findings of this study demonstrate the importance of provider knowledge on smell 

or taste dysfunction in establishing a documented diagnosis. Perceived lack of provider 

knowledge was the most reported reason for why patients experienced difficulty in obtaining a 

diagnosis. This was demonstrated to be especially impactful within family practitioners, where 

patients had twice higher odds of receiving a diagnosis if they were seen by a family 

practitioner perceived to have higher knowledge. This study also demonstrated the importance 

of specialist evaluation, as patients who saw an otolaryngologist were six times more likely to 

have received a diagnosis compared to patients who did not see an otolaryngologist. 

Importantly, family practitioners are often the patient’s first point of contact when 

encountering the healthcare system, and their awareness and knowledge of smell or taste 

dysfunction is critical to ensuring the patient receives adequate workup, treatment, follow up, 

and referral to specialist care when necessary. Providing continuing education for family 

practitioners on smell or taste dysfunction is especially important given these findings, as the 

medical field is rapidly evolving with an increased focus on investigation into new experimental 

treatments for smell or taste dysfunction since the COVID-19 pandemic.44–46
 

Taste testing was the diagnostic modality with the highest odds of obtaining a diagnosis, 

which could reflect patients who went to a specialist, as 67% of patients who saw a Taste and 

Smell clinic received taste testing. Patients likely would not have gone to a Taste and Smell 

Clinic without having or seeking a diagnosis. Diagnostic imaging is also essential for smell or 

taste dysfunction diagnosis and workup. MRI and CT scan can assess for head and neck 
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pathology that may be causing olfactory disturbance, such as tumors, paranasal sinus disease, 

and neurodegenerative disease.47–49 In this study, various types of diagnostic imaging including 

CT, MRI, and nasal endoscopy were associated with higher odds of obtaining a documented 

diagnosis. The odds ratios for CT, MRI, and nasal endoscopy may be high given that providers 

are required to associate a diagnostic code to order these tests. While imaging is only indicated 

in select clinical scenarios, these findings highlight the complementary role of imaging to 

objective olfactory diagnostic testing in the full medical workup for smell or taste dysfunction 

and in establishing a documented diagnosis.  

This study faces several limitations. Although this effort represents one of the largest 

surveys conducted in those with smell or taste dysfunction in the United States, respondents 

were mostly white females, limiting the generalizability of results to other gender identities as 

well as racial and ethnic groups. Second, all responses were self-reported, which inherently 

limits the certainty of the results, and introduces recall bias. Third, while we asked separate 

questions about whether patients had a diagnosis documented in their medical record, type of 

provider seen for smell or taste dysfunction, and type of testing patients underwent, we did not 

ask which provider recommended the test, or established the diagnosis. Many patients 

indicated that they saw multiple providers for their smell or taste dysfunction, any of whom 

could have provided testing or a diagnosis. Nevertheless, this study provides important insights 

into diagnosis of smell or taste dysfunction.  
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CONCLUSION 

Objective smell testing, otolaryngologist evaluation, patient perceptions of family 

practitioner knowledge, insurance, age, and gender are significant factors in obtaining a 

diagnosis of smell or taste dysfunction. This study highlights the paucity of formal diagnosis of 

olfactory dysfunction among respondents, and the importance of smell testing and continuing 

education resources for family practitioners regarding management of these patients. The 

establishment of a specific CPT code for smell test reimbursement is needed to increase access 

and utilization of diagnostic objective psychophysical tests. Referral for otolaryngology 

subspecialty evaluation may prove helpful in obtaining a formal diagnosis of smell and taste 

dysfunction, as primary care providers may lack extensive knowledge in appropriate diagnostic 

procedures. Proper documentation is necessary to provide patients the appropriate medical 

and social support for their safety and in treating smell or taste dysfunction. Lastly, additional 

patient-participatory studies are needed in the chemosensory field to further understand the 

impact these smell and taste disorders have on quality of life. 
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