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ABSTRACT

Importance:

Traumatic encephalopathy syndrome (TES), the suggested clinical manifestation of chronic traumatic
encephalopathy (CTE), is believed to result from repetitive head impacts (RHI) and the prevalence of TES and
its component symptoms have not been thoroughly investigated in individuals with single TBI.

Objective:

To use prospectively collected data to operationalize TES per consensus research diagnostic criteria and
examine the rates of TES in a sample of individuals with isolated TBI, a subset of whom also had RHI
exposure, and to determine whether any demographic or injury factors predicted likelihood of meeting TES
diagnostic criteria.

Design:

295 participants from the Late Effects of TBI (LETBI) study had complete data for all key variables. The sample
was categorized by TBI severity and presence of RHI history leading to 6 groups (those with isolated mild,
moderate, and severe TBI, with and without RHI). Chi-squared tests were used to compare the proportion of
each group that met each of the core clinical criteria overall TES diagnosis. Binary logistic regression models
were used to examine the associations of demographic and injury characteristics on TES diagnosis. Levels of
functional dependence and levels of certainty for CTE neuropathology in the sample were characterized and
applied with the core clinical features to explore consensus-based provisional levels of certainty of CTE
pathology across study groups.

Results:

In addition to history of TBI, 141 (47.7%) participants had RHI exposure meeting theTES criteria exposure
threshold. In the full sample, 56.9%, 33.2% and 45.7% of participants met TES core criterion of cognitive
impairment, neurobehavioral dysregulation, and progressive course of clinical features, respectively. Overall,
15.2% of this LETBI sample had substantial RHI exposure and met all 3 clinical features, meeting consensus-
based TES criteria. When RHI exposure criterion was lifted, 33.5% of the LETBI sample with isolated TBI met
all core clinical criteria. No significant differences were found in clinical diagnostic criteria between individuals
with and without RHI exposure. When exploring consensus-based Levels of Diagnostic Certainty, rates of
suggestive, possible, and probable CTE were found to be 2.7%, 6.8%, and 5.8%, respectively. No injury or
demographic variables significantly predicted the likelihood of meeting all 3 Core Clinical Criteria for TES.

Conclusion:

In this community based TBI sample, we found high rates of TES clinical features among those with and
without RHI, across TBI across injury severity groups. Presence of TES core clinical features was greatest
among those with isolated TBI, suggesting that chronic and sometimes progressive sequelae of TBI are similar
to those described in TES, but may reflect a distinct pathobiological process from CTE neuropathologic change
which is very rarely seen in isolated TBI. Findings emphasize the centrality of RHI exposure to the TES
diagnostic criteria. Lifetime exposure to TBI and RHI should be well characterized in studies of TES and post-
TBI neuropathologies to advance understanding of the underlying biology of progressive clinical symptoms.
This work supports further refinement of TES diagnostic criteria, which will require defining RHI exposure
thresholds associated with CTE neuropathologic change.
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The adverse effects of exposure to repetitive head impacts (RHI) were described in H.S. Martland’s 1928 JAMA
publication describing a “peculiar condition” in boxers, characterized by cognitive impairment and behaviors
resembling intoxication.” These early clinical observations in boxers,'* which developed in some cases following
a single “knockout” bout ending in traumatic brain injury (TBI),® are often cited in contemporary studies of
postmortem chronic traumatic encephalopathy (CTE) neuropathology in American football players,® implying that
the same underlying disease process (and clinical manifestations thereof) is being described.

Consensus-based definitions of CTE neuropathological criteria have now been established” and further refined®
to include an accumulation of hyperphosphorylated tau in neurons and astroglia at the depths of cortical sulci
and around small vessels. A central goal of refinement efforts was to distinguish CTE from other
neurodegenerative and age-related processes by identifying pathognomonic lesion(s). CTE is regarded as a
progressive neurodegenerative disease resulting from prolonged exposure to RHI. The vast majority of studies
have primarily included male American-style football players, and far less is known about CTE or its potential
clinical correlates in other RHI- and TBI-exposed populations.

Parallel efforts have endeavored to characterize the constellation of clinical symptoms described in individuals
who have been posthumously diagnosed with CTE®'? to permit in-vivo diagnosis. Research diagnostic criteria
for traumatic encephalopathy syndrome (TES), the proposed clinical manifestation of CTE neuropathology, were
described by Montenigro and colleagues in 20142 based on clinical symptoms described in 202 published cases
with CTE neuropathology. Central features included impairments in cognition, behavior, and mood." Concerns
about over-diagnosing TES per these broad criteria are articulated in a series of papers''" that applied the
criteria’ to data from the United States (U.S.) National Comorbidity Survey Replication (NCSR) study. Up to
83% of men with a recent major depressive episode in the NCSR cohort met TES criteria,’® up to 65% with
intermittent explosive disorder met TES criteria;' in the full NCSR sample, up to 12% met TES criteria, with
particularly high rates in certain subgroups.’ A central limitation of these studies,'” was the unavailability of
data on lifetime exposure to head trauma, which effectively prevents application of the foundational exposure
criteria to the dataset.

In 2019, the National Institute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke (NINDS) convened a Consensus Workshop
consisting of 20 clinician scientists with relevant expertise to define in vivo TES diagnostic criteria.’® The
panelists reviewed summaries of clinical data gathered through retrospective informant interviews and available
medical records from cases with postmortem diagnosis of CTE per 2016 consensus diagnostic criteria,’
alongside data on the predictive validity of informant-reported clinical symptoms for CTE neuropathology from
298 postmortem cases. The consensus panel identified core clinical criteria for TES as cognitive impairment
and/or neurobehavioral dysregulation, and progressive course of decline.

The core clinical symptoms of TES overlap considerably with hallmark clinical sequelae of isolated TBI: impaired
episodic memory secondary to slowed processing speed; executive dysfunction including inattention, poor
decision-making, and difficulty multi-tasking;'®?" neurobehavioral dysregulation characterized by impulsivity,
poor judgement, and emotional dyscontrol;?'?2 and in a minority, cognitive and functional decline.?*2° Throughout
four rounds of a modified Delphi procedure in the NINDS TES workshop, there was considerable discussion
around whether a single moderate-severe TBI, in the absence of RHI, should be included in the exposure
criterion for TES."® The panel ultimately decided that single moderate-severe TBI, regardless of number of TBIs,
did not meet the exposure criterion, largely due to the paucity of research on the prevalence of CTE among
individuals with single moderate-severe TBI.'® 2628 Substantial overlap in the clinical presentation of individuals
with diverse head trauma exposure histories may pose challenges to in-vivo diagnosis of the clinical correlate of
CTE, regardless of whether those symptoms have distinct underlying pathophysiology.

Both the 20142 and 20198 TES criteria papers emphasized the need for refinement through additional research.
A central challenge is determining how best to use available data to operationalize TES criteria, which were
developed using retrospectively-collected narrative information from informants whose loved ones underwent
postmortem brain autopsy. Informant descriptions of their loved one’s observable behaviors, from which they
make inferences regarding cognitive and emotional symptoms, must be indexed with quantitative performance-
based scores, psychometric scales, and cut points based on estimated premorbid abilities and/or comparison to
normative reference groups. A blueprint for this process is needed to inform TES criteria refinement efforts.
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In the current paper, we apply the consensus-based TES research diagnostic criteria to data gathered from the
Late Effects of TBI (LETBI) study. The goals of this work are to illustrate the process of operationalizing these
criteria using prospectively collected in-vivo data, and to examine the prevalence of TES diagnostic criteria
among individuals with diverse patterns of exposure to RHI and TBIl. We investigate whether the core clinical
features of TES are more common among those with both RHI and TBI relative to those with isolated TBI only,
and we explored whether any demographic or injury factors predicted likelihood of TES diagnosis. We
characterized Functional Dependence, and then applied it along with the core clinical features to apply
consensus-based provisional levels of certainty of CTE pathology.

METHODS

Study design and population

Participants in this study were enrolled in the Late Effects of Traumatic Brain Injury (LETBI) project, an ongoing
multicenter prospective longitudinal brain donor program designed to identify the clinical characteristics and
postmortem neuropathology of post-traumatic neurodegeneration.?® Participants are recruited from TBI research
registries and from community-based settings. Eligible participants met the following criteria: (1) sustained at
least one complicated mild, moderate or severe TBI (defined as a blow to the head resulting in a period of altered
mental status or unconsciousness) OR =2mild TBls, (2) are at least 1 year post first head trauma exposure, (3)
aged 18 years or older, and (4) are English speaking.*° All participants or their proxies provided written informed
consent per protocols approved by institutional programs for the protection of human subjects.

Head trauma exposure ascertainment

Lifetime history of TBI and/or RHI was characterized using the Brain Injury Screening Questionnaire (BISQ)?', a
structured interview for lifetime head trauma exposure.®! The BISQ queries blows to the head with 20 contextual
recall cues (e.g., in a vehicular accident, on the playground, etc.). For each reported event, subsequent items
query the presence and duration of altered mental status and/or unconsciousness, permitting injury severity
classification per standard criteria.>® Additional modules characterize duration and age(s) of exposure to RHI
sustained in the context of organized contact sports, military service, and intimate partner violence (IPV). For all
RHI etiologies, age at start/stop of exposure, and overall duration of exposure is queried. Head trauma exposure
history was verified through review of medical records whenever available; neuroimaging records were also used
to verify TBI severity classification. Use of these data to determine exposure thresholds for TES criteria is detailed
in Table 1.

LETBI Neurobehavioral Assessment Battery

All participants completed a comprehensive standardized evaluation of cognitive function across multiple
domains, behavior, mood, and overall health and function; the LETBI battery is primarily comprised of NIH
Common Data Elements (CDEs*?; See Table 1) and additional measures selected to overlap with large-scale
dementia studies.®*3¢

TES Criteria

We used all available data to operationalize diagnostic criteria for TES,'® as described in Table 1. Individuals
meeting TES Diagnostic Criteria must have: (1) substantial exposure to RHI; (2) core clinical features of cognitive
impairment and/or neurobehavioral dysregulation, AND evidence of a worsening/progressive clinical course; and
(3) clinical symptoms cannot be fully accounted for by another disease. Decisions regarding the operational
definition of TES criteria were made by expert consensus (KDOC, EW, JH, JM) based on the measures available
in the LETBI study and previous literature when applicable.

Substantive Exposure to Repetitive Head Impacts. We used BISQ data to define RHI exposure (Criterion 1) per
Katz et al., including RHI etiologies that are very prescriptive (e.g., 25 years of American Football, 22 of which
at the high school level or beyond), as well as those that are more exploratory, e.g., “exposure to multiple blast
and other explosions,” and “exposure to multiple head impacts over an extended period of time” (see Table 1).

Core Clinical Features. As the Katz TES criteria are based primarily on the retrospective report of family members
whose loved ones have been diagnosed with CTE neuropathology, defining the core clinical features (Criterion
2)'® with psychometric data collected during life requires clinical judgment. The criteria acknowledge that
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performance-based data are not always available; as detailed in Table 1, we used a combination of self- and
informant-report measures alongside formal neuropsychological test results when available.

Katz et al'® require that 4 indicators must be present to meet criteria for the first Core Clinical Feature, Cognitive
Impairment: self- or informant/clinician-reported cognitive impairment, decline from baseline function, deficits in
episodic memory and/or executive function, and impaired performance on neuropsychologist testing (when
available). We modified a demographic-based algorithm?” to estimate premorbid functioning based on age and
education.'® 3 3° The TES criteria define “substantially impaired performance” on neuropsychological tests as
1.5 standard deviations (SD) below “appropriate norms, accounting for the individual's estimated premorbid
functioning;” we used normative data to calculate standard scores on each measure as detailed in Table 1.
Absent clear criteria to define impairment, we used 1.5 SD below normative groups to define domain-specific
deficits and global impairment per performance-based tests.

Neurobehavioral dysregulation requires that the following criteria are met: self- or informant/clinician-reported
neurobehavioral dysregulation, changes from baseline function, significant and poor regulation/control of
emotions and behavior (as defined with examples provided by Katz et al'®). We used empirically validated cut-
points on psychometric scales when possible, in addition to endorsement of symptoms/behaviors provided as
examples in the TES criterion definition (see Table 1).

To operationalize progressive worsening of clinical features, we used objective performance-based data for
participants with 22 study visits (see Table 1). Absent detailed guidance, we evaluated an operational definition
of decline as 1.5 SD worsening of scores between visits. We used measures that specifically asked participants
to compare current function to their highest achieved level of post-injury function to distinguish enduring but
stable deficits (which might allow an individual to meet criteria for cognitive impairment and/or neurobehavioral
dysregulation) from post-recovery decline (i.e., progressive course).

Not Fully Accounted for by Other Disorders. The presence of a neurodegenerative, medical, psychiatric, or other
condition that “fully” accounts for the core clinical features is exclusionary for a TES diagnosis, but diagnosis of
conditions do not otherwise exclude a TES diagnosis (Criterion 3)."® Determination of whether a given condition
fully accounts for all symptoms requires case-by-case evaluation. As such, and in the spirit of hypothesis-
generation, we present the prevalence of known co-occurring conditions in those with and without RHI who do
and do not meet the core clinical TES criteria.

Level of Functional Dependence/Dementia. TES criterion 4 outlines five levels of function ranging from to
“Severe” to “Independent.” We triangulated ratings from validated assessments of cognitive and social
functioning and activities of daily living (see Table 1), and assigned the level of functional dependence
corresponding to the lowest (most impaired) reported function across available measures.

Provisional Levels of Certainty for CTE Pathology

Katz et al'® suggest criteria to facilitate exploration that TES features reflect an underlying diagnosis of CTE. We
used available data to operationalize supportive features of likely neuropathology that go beyond TES (i.e.
intensity of RHI exposure, functional independence, motor signs, and psychiatric features)'® as outlined in Table
2.

Statistical Analysis

Data analyses were completed in SAS 9.4 system.** We categorized the sample by TBI severity
(mild/moderate/severe) and presence of RHI history, thereby forming 6 groups (i.e., those with isolated TBI of
each severity, with and without RHI). If a person reported more than one isolated TBI, we grouped them based
on their most severe injury. We calculated the proportion of each group that met each of the core clinical criteria;
we also examined level of functional dependence and levels of certainty (for CTE neuropathology).'® We
explored the proportion of the sample meeting TES criteria if the RHI exposure criteria were lifted to better
understand the prevalence of TES clinical criteria in those with isolated TBI. We compared the proportion of the
sample who met each of the core clinical criteria and overall TES diagnosis between those with vs. without RHI
exposure using chi-squared tests, and calculated the rates of medical and behavioral health conditions among
the TBI-RHI groups. We used binary logistic regression models to examine associations of demographic and
injury characteristics on TES diagnosis.
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RESULTS

Sample characteristics

A total of 417 participants were enrolled in the LETBI study as of March 2024, and 295 had complete data on
key variables (Figure 1). The mean (SD) age at baseline LETBI visit was 52.6 (15.6) years, mean age at injury
was 38.6 (18.8) years, and the sample was 85.1% White, 15.9% Hispanic or Latino, and 64.4% male. Sample
demographics are presented by injury exposure history in Table 3, and RHI etiologies are presented in
Supplemental table 1.

TES Criteria and Prevalence
Head Trauma Exposure. In addition to TBI, 141 (47.7%) participants had RHI exposure deemed to meet TES
criteria (see Table 4).

Core Clinical Features. Overall, 56.9% of the sample met the TES core criterion of cognitive impairment (Table
4). A greater proportion of individuals with moderate TBI+RHI had cognitive impairment compared to those with
isolated moderate TBI (69.5% versus 43.7%, respectively) while a lower proportion of those with severe TBI+RHI
had cognitive impairment than those with severe TBI alone (45.3% and 64.3%, respectively). Rates were similar
in the mild TBI groups with and without RHI.

One third of the full sample (33.2%) met TES criteria for overall neurobehavioral dysregulation. Neurobehavioral
symptoms were reported by self or informant by an overwhelming majority of the sample (75.9%), and over half
of the sample showed neurobehavioral decline from baseline (51.5%). We found that one third (33.2%) had poor
regulation/control of symptoms or behaviors, and about the same proportion were found to have overall
neurobehavioral dysregulation (32.9%). The rates across groups ranged from 20.0-47.8% overall; the mild group
without RHI had rates consistently above average on all neurobehavioral criteria.

In the total sample, 45.7% of participants met criteria for progressive course of clinical features, with little
variability among the TBI severity groups. When separately examining progressive course of cognitive and
neurobehavioral features, the former is found to be far more common across all exposure groups (see Table 4).
Most individuals with cognitive decline also had neurobehavioral worsening.

Level of Functional Dependence/Dementia. Only one quarter of participants met criteria for either functional
independence (9.4%) or subtle dependence (15.9%). Participants with mild TBI without RHI showed a
surprisingly high level of severe dependence (20.0%) compared to mild TBI with RHI (11.6%), and moderate TBI
without RHI (9.3%); however the other groups showed comparable rates of severe dependence (19.5-22.6%)

Prevalence of Primary Diagnostic Criteria for TES. The Katz et al.'® TES diagnostic criteria require RHI exposure
and all three core clinical criteria; 15.2% of the LETBI sample met TES criteria (Table 4). We explored the
prevalence of clinical TES features among those with isolated TBI by lifting the RHI exposure criterion, and found
that 33.5% of the LETBI sample met all core clinical criteria. We tested whether there were significant differences
between individuals with and without RHI exposure on key criteria, including cognitive impairment (x? (1, 295) =
1.56 , p = 0.240), neurobehavioral dysregulation (x? (1, 295) = 0.70 , p = 0.457), progressive course (x? (1, 295)
= 0.35, p =0.561), and overall TES criteria (x? (1, 295) = 0.33, p = 0.622). We found no significant differences.

Provisional Level of Certainty for CTE Pathology. RHI is required for even “suggestive” certainty of CTE, as
isolated TBI does not meet the head trauma exposure criteria. In this sample of individuals with TBI, rates of
suggestive, possible, and probable were 2.7%, 6.8%, and 5.8%, respectively (see Table 4). When we examined
specific criteria, we found that participants with RHI overwhelming met criteria for Substantial RHI (5+ years of
exposure), ranging from 78.5-88.0%, and a substantial portion met criteria for Extensive (11+ years; 39.1-53.5%).
Just over one quarter of the full sample had motor signs, and there were no consistent patterns by TBI severity
or RHI. Over half of the full sample endorsed at least one psychiatric feature (52.5%), again the rates did not
differ by TBI or RHI in a discernible pattern.
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Predictors of TES

We found that no injury or demographic variables significantly predicted the likelihood of meeting all 3 Core
Clinical Criteria for TES (Table 5). When we limit the sample to those who met TES RHI exposure criteria
(n=141), being married (compared to being single) tended to be associated with the likelihood of meeting TES
Core Criteria (OR=3.05, p=0.08). No other predictors approached significance.

Disease Comorbidity across groups defined by RHI exposure and TES per core criteria.

Comorbid medical conditions are presented for descriptive purposes in Supplemental Table 2. Those meeting
TES core clinical criteria and RHI exposure criteria had the highest rates of ischemic attacks (6.7%), migraine
(42.2%), joint disease (46.7%), behavioral health conditions (17.8%), hearing disorders (2.2%), infectious
diseases (4.4% ), metabolic disorders (2.2% ), and other neurological conditions (8.9%). Rates of epilepsy
(18.5%), sleep apnea (24.1% ) hypertension (22.2%), cancer (14.8%), coronary disease (16.7%), and respiratory
disease (25.9%) were greatest among those who met TES core clinical criteria without RHI exposure.

DISCUSSION

We applied the Katz et al'® TES diagnostic criteria using prospectively collected data in the LETBI cohort of
individuals with isolated TBI, of whom 47.7% also had RHI exposure. Only those with RHI exposure were eligible
for TES diagnosis, 15.2% met diagnostic criteria. When considering core clinical features irrespective of RHI
exposure, a majority of our cohort met core TES criteria for cognitive impairment (56.9%) and progressive course
(45.7%), while 32.9% met core criteria for neurobehavioral dysregulation. A greater proportion of the LETBI
cohort met criteria for all 3 core clinical features of TES (Cognitive Impairment, Neurobehavioral Dysregulation,
and Progressive Course) if they had isolated TBI compared to those with RHI+TBI. There were no injury or
demographic features that predicted likelihood of meeting the core clinical criteria. Those who met full TES
diagnostic criteria (i.e., RHI exposure and all 3 TES core clinical criteria) had the greatest rates of comorbid
health conditions. To our knowledge, this is the first study to use prospectively collected in-vivo data to document
the rates of TES clinical features in a community-based sample of individuals with isolated TBI.

It has been previously established that the clinical features of TES are common in clinical and community
samples,'” 41 42 but many prior studies were limited by lack of head trauma exposure data. Current findings
indicate that the core clinical features of TES are highly prevalent among those with isolated TBI. Unlike prior
studies, however, our findings in a large sample of individuals with TBI with and without RHI underscore the
importance of RHI for in-vivo diagnostics of TES. CTE neuropathology is rarely seen in the brain tissue of
decedents without RHI exposure**#° or in cases of individuals with head trauma sustained in etiologies other
than contact sports,*6-® suggesting RHI may be a necessary but insufficient condition for the development of
CTE neuropathology. When we interpret current findings in the context of extant postmortem studies, they
support the TES Consensus panel decision to require RHI, not TBI alone, in the exposure criterion for TES."® To
the extent that CTE neuropathology is unique to RHI, so too should TES criteria. Just as mesothelioma is rarely
a diagnostic consideration absent asbestos *°, TES may not be an appropriate diagnosis in those without RHI
exposure. Our results suggest that isolated TBI that results in multi-domain clinical impairment may be one of
the few clinical conditions that, per current TES criteria,’® may be considered to “fully account” for all in-vivo
diagnostic features of TES.

The current finding that RHI is so common in individuals with TBI suggests that TBI exposure should similarly
be considered in studies of RHI and CTE to further understand the independent and interactive implications for
clinical symptoms and pathological processes. Fifty-six percent of male former contact sport athletes presumed
to have RHI met 2014 TES criteria® and rates were highest (70%) among those with 24 TBIs.5' Forty-one percent
of professional boxers and mixed martial artists had TES per 2019 criteria,'® and more “knockouts” increased
risk.5? Careful review® ” of postmortem neuropathology from early studies of boxers®® % found CTE (per revised
consensus definition’) in less than half of boxers® whose symptoms defined this disease four decades ago.5,*
It is possible that number of sport- and non-sport-related isolated TBls sustained in the context of contact sports
may reflect (and therefore confound) degree of RHI exposure in ways that are not generalizable to unselected
samples. In the current community based LETBI study sample, which did not selectively recruit former contact
sport athletes, we find high rates of TES clinical features among those with RHI and TBI across injury severity.
That rates of meeting all core TES clinical features were highest among those with isolated TBI in the current
sample suggests that chronic and sometimes progressive sequelae of TBI may overshadow symptoms that may


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.04.24309955

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.04.24309955; this version posted July 5, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

not reflect clinical manifestation of CTE neuropathologic change. Failure to carefully measure both lifetime TBI
and RHI may result in inaccurate attribution of TES symptoms to CTE neuropathology.® %657

The need to further refine in-vivo TES diagnostic criteria was well recognized by the 2019 Consensus panel, as
reflected by explicit recommendation for researchers to apply these preliminary criteria to existing datasets.”® A
recent paper® used expert adjudication to apply the 2014 TES criteria® to informant and medical record data
and found high sensitivity (0.97) but low specificity (0.21) to CTE neuropathology.® Cognitive symptoms were
particularly predictive of CTE neuropathology.®® Greater duration of contact sport participation (a proxy for RHI
exposure) has been found to be directly related to CTE pathological burden, which appears to be associated
with symptom severity, at least in symptomatic samples.'%'3 5% 60 |f RHI exposure is a key factor that uniquely
distinguishes CTE from other pathological processes that contribute to otherwise-indistinguishable clinical
symptoms, in-vivo differential diagnosis will require clearly defined and etiologically-specific exposure thresholds
for men and women. This work must be conducted in samples with carefully characterized lifetime head trauma
exposure, and must include those with and without TBI and RHI. Together with further refinement of TES core
clinical criteria, this approach would serve to define exposure thresholds and specific clinical symptoms among
those with head trauma who are likely to have CTE neuropathologic change.

Limitations of the current study warrant consideration. The LETBI sample does not currently include individuals
with RHI exposure or isolated TBI alone, precluding direct comparison of TES clinical features across distinct
exposure etiologies. The LETBI study began before consensus-based TES criteria had been proposed, and
study measures were not selected to align with TES criteria. This precluded operationalization of all supportive
TES features™® (e.g., delayed onset of symptoms) without using measures used to define other criteria (e.g.,
progressive course). Duration of RHI sustained in the context of military service and partner violence were not
available for the full sample. Incomplete longitudinal data at the time of analyses required definition of change
over time per methods described by Katz.'® Small cell sizes across TBI severity and RHI groups requires cautions
interpretation of observed differences. Decisions regarding how to use available data to operationalize TES
criteria were subject to clinical judgment, and may vary across studies and measures. Finally, absent postmortem
autopsy data, it is not possible to directly investigate the sensitivity of TES criteria to CTE neuropathology at this
time.

To our knowledge, this is the first study to apply the consensus-based TES research criteria in a community-
based sample of well-characterized participants with a wide range of head trauma exposure histories. When
interpreted alongside a growing body of postmortem studies suggesting CTE to be unique to RHI, current findings
underscore the potential centrality of RHI as a key exposure criteria for TES diagnosis intended to facilitate in-
vivo diagnosis of clinical symptoms reflective of CTE neuropathologic change. There is an urgent need to identify
distinct clinical features most closely associated with CTE neuropathologic change so that those at risk for this
distinct pathological process can be identified during life. Clinical and biological markers that can be quantified
and monitored during life would inform clinical trial selection to facilitate inclusion of individuals whose symptoms
are likely driven by the same underlying pathological process. More detailed understanding of RHI exposure
thresholds will inform risk tolerance thresholds to allow athletes and others to make informed decisions about
RHI exposure limits. As efforts to improve in vivo diagnostics progress, practicing clinicians should use available
pharmaceutical and neurobehavioral interventions to address primary symptoms, recognizing that they may not
share a common underlying pathophysiology.
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Table 1: TES Criteria and Method of Ascertainment and Operationalization within LETBI Study

TES Criteria Component

LETBI Methods of Ascertainment

LETBI Operationalization

I. Substantial Exposure to Repetitive Head Impacts: at least 1 of the following is required

A.

High-exposure contact or
collision sports

=5 years American football, at
least 2 of which at high school
level or beyond

Substantial years (e.g., 25) of
other organized contact/collision
sports

Military service

Combat exposure to multiple
blast/explosions

Noncombat exposure to
explosions

Multiple blows to the head over
time

Other sources of RHI

Multiple head impacts over an
extended period of time (e.g.,
intimate partner violence)

Review of available medical or public
records to confirm head injury and severity
of injury.

Self-reported exposure to contact/collision
sports, military service or other sources of
repetitive head impact on the Brain Injury
Screening Questionnaire (BISQ).%!

Informant-reported exposure to
contact/collision sports, military service or
other sources of repetitive head impact on
the BISQ.5"

1. At least five years of cumulative football
play with at least two years occurring after the
age of 13

2. At least five years cumulative play of
collision sports or repeated blows to the head
from sports from BISQS’

3. Any military combat exposure or non-
combat repetitive head impacts during military
service/training

4. Report of at least two incidents of intimate
partner violence resulting in injuries to the
head or neck (e.g., nonfatal strangulation).

Il. Core Clinical Feature

A. Cognitive Impairment: ALL 4 are required

Self-, Informant-, or Clinician- report
of cognitive impairment

Self-report question, “Compared to other
people your age, how would you rate your
memory?”

or

National Alzheimer’s Coordinating Center
(NACC) Clinician Judgment of Symptoms
items3* 35 indicating difficulty with:
“Memory, Orientation, Executive
functioning, Language, Visuospatial
function, Attention/concentration,
Fluctuating cognition”

1. Response of either ‘fair’ or ‘poor’ on the
Midlife in the United States (MIDUS) self-
report memory question,3®

or

2. Affirmative response (‘Yes’) on any NACC

Clinician Judgement of Symptoms items 4a-
h.34’ 35

Significant decline from baseline
functioning

NACC Clinician Judgment of Symptoms
item 1,3% 35 “Does the subject report a
decline in memory (relative to previously
attained abilities)?”

Pre-Morbid 1Q Calculation: Age, Sex,
Education. No job occupation variable
available for |Q estimation, substituted a
value of ‘5’ for all individuals.®? Wide Range
Achievement Test — 4 (WRAT-)4%

1. ‘Yes’ response to NACC Clinician
Judgement of Symptoms items 1, 2, or 4a-h.3*
35 Endorsing any response besides ‘assessed
previously’ NACC Clinician Judgement of
Symptoms #5834 35

or

2. Pre-morbid 1Q function was based on Age
and Education Years. FSIQ=((0.017)(Age)-
(1.53)(1=All sexes)- 11.33(1=All Races)
+2.97(Education Years)+ 1.01(5 for all
occupations)+74.05.38: 39 A t-score of at least
1.5 standard deviations below estimated pre-
morbid 1Q on any neuropsychological
assessments 5466

Deficits in episodic memory and/or
executive function

Deficits in memory/executive function from
the NACC Clinician Judgement of

Symptoms?®* 3 included ‘Yes’ responses to
the following cognitive impairment prompts

1. Deficits in memory/executive functioning
defined as either 1) ‘Yes’ response to any
NACC Clinician Judgement of Symptoms item
4a-h,34’ 35
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Substantially impaired performance
on formal neuropsychological
testing (if available)

with difficulty in: Memory, Orientation,
Executive functioning, Language,
Attention/concentration.

Comprehensive standardized
neuropsychological battery assessing
executive functioning, memory, estimate of
premorbid cognitive functioning, including:
1. California Verbal Learning Test (CVLT-II)
Short Form®”

2. Wechsler Memory Scale — Logic
Memory (WMS-|V)&8

3. Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale — Digit
Span, Coding, Symbol Search (WAIS-IV)8°
4. Trails A&B"®

5. Controlled Oral Word Association Test
(COWAT)™

6. Animal Fluency Test™

7. Rey Complex Figure Test’ 74

or
2. A t-score <35 on any neuropsychological
assessment 1-7 * 6466

1. A t-score <35 on any neuropsychological
assessment 1-7 6466

B. Neurobehavioral Dysregulation: ALL 3 are required

Self-, informant-, or clinician-
reported neurobehavioral
dysregulation

Significant change from baseline
functioning

Poor regulation/control of emotions
or behavior (Explosiveness,
Impulsivity, Rage, Violent Outbursts,
Mood swings/emotional lability)

Self- and clinician- administered
assessments:

1. NACC Clinician Judgment of Symptoms
items34 35 referring to ‘any kind of
behavioral symptoms’ including apathy,
depressed mood, psychosis, disinhibition,
irritability, agitation, personality change,
REM sleep disorders, anxiety, or other
behavioral problems,

or

2. Barratt Impulsivity Scale 11”5 (BIS)
including:

a) ‘Always or Often’ responses on ‘do
things without thinking,” ‘say things without
thinking,” ‘act on impulse,’ ‘act on the spur
of the moment,” ‘buy things on impulse,’ or
‘spend more than | earn’ OR

b) ‘Rarely/Never’ responses on ‘| am
self-controlled’
or
3. Brown-Goodwin Lifetime History of
Aggression’® affirming responses during
adulthood including ‘angry
outbursts/temper tantrums,’ ‘severe
arguments with others,” ‘physical fights,’
‘destroyed someone’s/own property,’ or
‘done anything against the law without
getting caught’

1. ‘Yes’ response to any NACC Clinician
Judgment of Symptoms item 8 or 9d-g,3* 35
or

2. A t-score <35 for the reverse-scored BIS,”5

or
3. Any responses of ‘Always’ or ‘Often’ for BIS
items 2, 12, 15, 18, 21, 25,7% any response of
‘Rarely/Never’

or

‘Occasionally’ for BIS item 6,75

or

4. Any Brown Goodwin Lifetime History of
Aggression’® response of ‘Occasionally’ or
‘Often’ during adulthood for items 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 if
‘drug dealing’ or ‘racing,’ 9, 10, 11, or 12.

1. ‘Yes’ response to any NACC Clinician
Judgment of Symptoms item 9d-9g,3* 35 or
2. A t-score decline of at least 1.5 standard
deviations between study visits on any
neurobehavioral assessment.

1. ‘Yes’, to any NACC Clinician Judgement of
Symptoms item 8 or 9d-g3+ 3 or

2. A t-score <35 for BIS®466.75 or

3. Any Brown-Goodwin Lifetime History of
Aggression’® response of ‘Occasionally’ or
‘Often’ during adulthood for items 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 if
‘drug dealing’ or ‘racing’, 9, 10, 11, or 12

C. Progressive Course

Evidence of progressive worsening
of clinical features

Self-, informant-, or clinician-reported
decline, per: 1) NACC Clinician Judgement
of Symptoms,3#+ 35 2) MIDUS Self Rated
Health Questionnaire,3® 3) RAND ltem
Short Form Health Survey (SF-36)7"

Calculated difference in scores on
standardized neuropsychological tests
between time points. Progressive course

1) Response of either ‘Gradually Progressive’
or ‘Stepwise’ to NACC Clinician Judgement of
Symptoms item 203+ 3% assessing overalll
course of the disease.

2) MIDUS Self-reported memory3®¢ decline of at
least 1-unit (i.e. fair to poor) on the Likert
Scale, or

3) For those with at least two study visits,
cognitive decline was defined as 1.5 standard
deviation decline on any neurocognitive
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calculated separately for cognitive and
behavioral domains.

assessment. Behavioral decline was defined
as a) 1.5 standard deviation decline on any
neurobehavioral assessment, or b)

1.5 standard deviation decline on either the
RAND SF-3677 ‘Role Limitations due to
Emotional Problems’ or the ‘Emotional Well-
Being’ subscales.

lll. Not Fully Accounted for by Other Disorders (see Table 5)

D. Functional Dependence/Dementia

Level of functional dependence
based on impact of cognitive
impairment and/or neurobehavioral
dysregulation. Categorized as
Independent, Subtle/Mild Functional
Limitation, Mild Dementia, Moderate
Dementia, Severe Dementia

Self-, informant-, or clinician-reported
cognitive and social functioning, per 1)
NACC Clinical Dementia Rating (CDR),3*
35 2) Glasgow Outcome Scale-Extended,”®
3) NeuroQOL® social participation 4)
NACC Functional Assessment Scale 34 35

1. NACC CDR Global score 0=independent,
0.5=subtle, 1=mild, 2=moderate, 3=severe
2. GOS-E 3/4=severe, 5=moderate, 6=mild,
7=subtle, 8=independent

3. NeuroQOL “always” to all=independent,
“often” to any=subtle, “sometimes” to
any=mild, “rarely” to any=moderate, “never” to
any=severe

4. FAS “normal’=independent, “has difficulty
but does by self’=subtle, “requires
assistance”=moderate, “dependent’=severe

CTE : Chronic Traumatic Encephalopathy; LETBI : Late Effects of Traumatic Brain Injury Project; TES: Traumatic Encephalopathy

Syndrome
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Table 2: Criteria and Supportive Features Used in Determining Provisional Levels of Certainty for CTE Pathology

CTE Provisional Certainty Component

| LETBI Operationalization

1. Suggestive of CTE: Meets TES criteria but does not meet the additional criteria for possible, probable, or definite CTE below.
Suggestive of CTE pathology but does not cross the threshold for possible or probable CTE

No additional criteria

| N/A

2. Possible CTE: Meets TES criteria and must meet the first 2 criteria and a minimum of 2 supportive features

A. Substantial exposure to a contact/collision sport: exposure to
American football 25 y (including at least 2 at or beyond the high
school level) or other contact/collision sport (e.g., boxing) to an
equivalent extent

See Table 1 Section 1A-C

B. Cognitive impairment as defined in Table 1

See Table 1 Section IIA

C. Plus a minimum of 2 supportive features as defined below,
with Severity of Functional Dependence

Functional Dependence of subtle/mild functional limitation or
worse

3. Probable CTE: Meets TES criteria and must meet the first 2 criteria below and a minimum of 3 supportive features

A. Extensive exposure to a contact/collision sport: exposure to
American football 211 y (including at least some at college level);
or boxing or other sports with high-level exposure to RHIs to an
equivalent extent®

At least eleven years of cumulative football play (some at
college level) or other contact collision sport, or at least eleven
years of military combat exposure or non-combat repetitive head
impacts during military service/training, or at least eleven years
of intimate partner violence resulting in injuries to the head or
neck

B. Cognitive impairment as defined in Table 1

See Table 1 Section IIA

C. Plus a minimum of 3 supportive features as defined below,
with Severity of Functional Dependence

Functional Dependence of mild dementia or worse

4. Definite CTE with TES: Meets TES criteria as well as CTE, confirmed by postmortem neuropathologic diagnosis based on
current NINDS criteria for neuropathologic diagnosis of CTE. This is the gold standard for defining CTE disease entity.

A. Postmortem neuropathologic diagnosis

N/A

Supportive Features

1. Delayed Onset
Core clinical features begin following a clearly established period
of stable functioning after the RHI exposure ends.

Decline from baseline - no other information about delayed
onset available

See Table 1 Section IIA

2. Motor Signs

1. UPDRS® Bradykinesia, Gait, Rigidity, and Tremor
components scores 22
2. NACC Clinician Judgement of Symptoms3* 35 item 14a gait

Parkinsonism disorder, item 14c tremor, item 17 Parkinsonism
3. Diagnosis of Parkinsons Disease
1. UPDRS® item assessing Dysarthria 22
, 2. Balance score: mean z scores of ACT858" item side by side
Other motor signs

stand, semi-tandem stand, full-tandem stand, and UPDRS# item
postural stability, z<-1.5
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1) Comorbid conditions under Other Neurological Disease:
Autonomic Neuropathy, Trigeminal Neuralgia, Unspecified
Idiopathic Peripheral Neuropathy, Hereditary Progressive
Muscular Dystrophy, Other Convulsions, Dizziness and Vertigo.
2) Weakness: grip strength (per hand dynamometer) z score
average of dominant and nondominant hands, z<-1.5

3) NACC Clinician Judgement of Symptoms3* 35 item 18
assessing amyotrophic lateral sclerosis

Motor neuron disease

1) TBIQOL Anxiety” Tscore 265
2) Comorbid Anxiety disorder
3) NACC Clinician Judgement of Symptoms item 9i anxiety

3. Psychiatric Features
Anxiety

1) TBIQOL"® Depression item 8: " felt that nothing was
interesting" =3

Apathy 2) NPI#2 item 8 apathy/indifference 22

3) NACC Clinician Judgement of Symptoms3* 35 item 9a
apathy/withdrawal

1) TBIQOL"® Depression Tscore 265

2) Comorbid Depressive disorder

3) NACC Clinician Judgement of Symptoms3* 35 item 9a
assessing Depressed mood

Depression

1) Comorbid conditions: Schizoaffective Disorder, Unspecified
Psychosis, Unspecified Dissociative Disorder

2) NPI82 jtem 2 delusions, NPI item 3 hallucinations

3) NACC Clinician Judgement of Symptoms3* 35 item 9
psychosis-visual hallucinations; psychosis-auditory
hallucinations; psychosis-abnormal, false, or delusional beliefs

Paranoia

CTE : Chronic Traumatic Encephalopathy; LETBI : Late Effects of Traumatic Brain Injury Project; TES: Traumatic Encephalopathy
Syndrome; NINDS: National Institute for Neurological Disorders and Stroke; UPDRS: Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale;
NACC: National Alzheimer’s Coordinating Center; ACT: Adult Changes in Thought Study; TBIQOL: Traumatic Brain Injury Quality of
Life; NPI: Neuropsychiatric Inventory
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Table 3. Sample characteristics by head trauma exposure group.

Complicated

Complicated

[Missing]

LETBI Mild Mild/Moderate | Mild/Moderate Severe Severe +
Demographics Only Mild + RHI Only + RHI Only RHI Total
N=35 N=43 N=32 N=23 N=87 N=75 N=295
Age
Mean £+ SD | 52.43+13.7 | 45.37+16.27 59.87+16.51 57.7+15.08 54.89+13.64 | 49.52+15.95 | 52.6+15.59
range 28-74 21-74 23-89 26-80 22-83 22-80 21-89
Education
Years
Mean + SD | 15.43+4.13 16.31+4.79 15.71+4.21 15.68+3.34 15.2+3.92 14.54+3.02 15.31+£3.88
Age at Injury
Mean + SD | 40.77+20.23 | 27.52+16.87 47.9+22.72 39.29+17.74 39.49+17.95 | 38.18+16.21 | 38.56+18.81
Time Since
Injury
Mean + SD | 11.27+11.01 | 18.43+16.74 12.54+10.65 19.96+16.27 15.7+9.86 11.947.29 14.53+11.55
Number of TBls
Mean + SD 1.47+1.5 2.62+3.13 1.55+1.08 2.59+1.79 1.41+0.88 2.68+2.57 2.02+2.06
Male N, (%) 16(45.7%) 31(72.1%) 21(65.6%) 15(65.2%) 50(57.5%) 57(76%) 190(64.4%)
Race
American Native 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(4.3%) 2(2.3%) 0(0%) 3(1%)
Asian 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(3.1%) 0(0%) 3(3.4%) 0(0%) 4(1.4%)
African American 2(5.7%) 3(7%) 3(9.4%) 0(0%) 3(3.4%) 2(2.7%) 13(4.4%)
Pacific Islander 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(2.7%) 2(0.7%)
White | 30(85.7%) 39(90.7%) 27(84.4%) 21(91.3%) 70(80.5%) 64(85.3%) 251(85.1%)
Other 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(3.1%) 0(0%) 4(4.6%) 3(4%) 8(2.7%)
[Missing] 3(8.6%) 1(2.3%) 0(0%) 1(4.3%) 5(5.7%) 4(5.3%) 14(4.7%)
Hispanic/Latino
N, (%) 7(20%) 5(11.6%) 2(6.3%) 3(13%) 18(20.7%) 18(20.7%) 47(15.9%)
[Missing] 3(8.6%) 2(4.7%) 3(9.4%) 4(17.4%) 10(11.5%) 10(11.5%) 28(9.5%)
Marital Status
Never Married | 10(28.6%) 13(30.2%) 5(15.6%) 6(26.1%) 25(28.7%) 22(29.3%) 81(27.5%)
Married | 13(37.1%) 19(44.2%) 13(40.6%) 9(39.1%) 32(36.8%) 21(28%) 107(36.3%)
Domestic Partner 0(0%) 1(2.3%) 3(9.4%) 2(8.7%) 2(2.3%) 2(2.7%) 10(3.4%)
Separated 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(3.1%) 1(4.3%) 2(2.3%) 3(4%) 7(2.4%)
Divorced 6(17.1%) 7(16.3%) 8(25%) 1(4.3%) 18(20.7%) 15(20%) 55(18.6%)
Widowed 2(5.7%) 0(0%) 1(3.1%) 2(8.7%) 3(3.4%) 3(4%) 11(3.7%)
[Missing] 4(11.4%) 3(7.0%) 1(3.1%) 2(8.7%) 5(5.7%) 9(13.6%) 24(8.1%)
Employment
Working Now 14(40%) 24(55.8%) 12(37.5%) 8(34.8%) 30(34.5%) 25(33.3%) 113(38.3%)
Laid Off 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(1.1%) 0(0%) 1(0.3%)
Looking for Work 1(2.9%) 0(0%) 1(3.1%) 1(4.3%) 8(9.2%) 3(4%) 14(4.7%)
Retired 7(20%) 8(18.6%) 12(37.5%) 5(21.7%) 18(20.7%) 12(16%) 62(21%)
Disabled 9(25.7%) 7(16.3%) 4(12.5%) 6(26.1%) 23(26.4%) 20(26.7%) 69(23.4%)
Keeping House 1(2.9%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(1.1%) 2(2.7%) 4(1.4%)
Full-Time Studen 0(0%) 1(2.3%) 1(3.1%) 1(4.3%) 2(2.3%) 3(4%) 8(2.7%)
t 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(3.1%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(0.3%)
Other 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(1.3%) 1(0.3%)
Maternity Leave 3(8.6%) 3(7.0%) 1(3.1%) 2(8.7%) 4(4.6%) 9(13.6%) 22(7.5%)
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Table 4: Proportion of sample meeting Core TES Criteria by head trauma exposure group.

LETBI Cohort

Mild
Only

Mild +
RHI

Complicated
Mild/Moderate
Only

Complicated
Mild/Moderate
+ RHI

Severe
Only

Severe
+ RHI

Total

N=35

N=43

N=32

N=23

N=87

N=75

N=295

I. RHI EXPOSURE

TES RHI Criteria ‘

0(0%) | 43(100%) ‘

0(0%)

23(100%)

0(0%)

‘ 75(100%) ‘

141(47.7%)

Il. COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING

1.Self/Informant/or
Clinician’s Report
of Cognitive
Impairment

27(77.1%)

30(69.7%)

16(50%)

17(73.9%)

62(71.2%)

47(62.6%)

199(67.4%)

2. Significant
Cognitive decline
from Baseline

30(85.7%)

35(81.3%)

15(46.8%)

18(78.2%)

71(81.6%)

52(69.3%)

221(74.9%)

3. Deficits in
Episodic Memory
and/or Executive
Functioning;
Deficits in
Neurocognitive
Performance

25(71.4%)

27(62.7%)

16(50%)

16(69.5%)

59(67.8%)

36(48%)

179(60.6%)

OVERALL TES
Cognitive
Impairment

23(65.7%)

25(58.1%)

14(43.7%)

16(69.5%)

56(64.3%)

34(45.3%)

168(56.9%)

lll. NEUROBEHAVIORAL FUNCTIONING

1. Self/Informant/
or Clinician’s
Report of
Neurobehavioral
Dysregulation

32(91.4%)

34(79%)

21(65.6%)

17(73.9%)

65(74.7%)

55(73.3%)

224(75.9%)

2. Significant
Neurobehavioral
Functioning decline
from Baseline

24(68.6%)

25(58.1%)

14(43.8%)

13(56.5%)

40(46%)

36(48%)

152(51.5%)

3. Symptoms
and/or Observed
Behaviors
Representing Poor
Regulation or
Control of
Emotions and/or
Behaviors

15(42.8%)

17(39.5%)

9(28.1%)

11(47.8%)

31(35.6%)

15(20%)

98(33.2%)

OVERALL TES
Neurobehavioral
Dysregulation

15(42.9%)

17(39.5%)

9(28.1%)

11(47.8%)

30(34.5%)

15(20%)

97(32.9%)

IV. PROGRESSIVE COURSE

1. Self/Informant/
or Clinician’s
Report of
Progressive
Worsening of
Overall Symptoms

9(25.7%)

13(30.2%)

5(15.6%)

9(39.1%)

33(37.9%)

14(18.6%)

83(28.1%)

2. Progressive
Worsening of
Cognitive
Functioning

12(34.2%)

18(41.8%)

14(43.7%)

13(56.5%)

45(51.7%)

31(41.3%)

133(45%)
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3. Progressive 10(28.5%) | 13(30.2%) 5(15.6%) 9(39.1%) 36(41.3%) | 16(21.3%) 89(30.1%)
Worsening of

Neurobehavioral

Functioning

Overall TES 13(37.1%) | 18(41.8%) 14(43.7%) 13(56.5%) 46(52.8%) | 31(41.3%) | 135(45.7%)
Progressive

Course

V. POSITIVE TES DIAGNOSIS

RHI Exposure and 0(0%) 15(34.8%) 0(0%) 11(47.8%) 0(0%) 19(25.3%) 45(15.2%)
all 3 Core Clinical

Features

No RHI Required; | 11(31.4%) | 15(34.8%) 6(18.7%) 11(47.8%) 37(42.5%) | 19(25.3%) 99(33.5%)
all 3 Core Clinical

Features

VI. FUNCTIONAL DEPENDENCE/DEMENTIA

Severe 7(20%) 5(11.6%) 3(9.3%) 5(21.7%) 17(19.5%) | 17(22.6%) 54(18.3%)
Dependence

Moderate 12(34.2%) | 11(25.5%) 8(25%) 6(26%) 33(37.9%) | 28(37.3%) 98(33.2%)
Dependence

Mild Dependence 14(40%) | 11(25.5%) 7(21.8%) 7(30.4%) 14(16%) 14(18.6%) 67(22.7%)
Subtle 2(5.7%) 14(32.5%) 6(18.7%) 2(8.6%) 13(14.9%) | 10(13.3%) 47(15.9%)
Dependence

Independent 0(0%) 2(4.6%) 8(25%) 3(13%) 10(11.4%) 5(6.6%) 28(9.4%)
VII. PROVISIONAL LEVELS OF CERTAINTY FOR CTE PATHOLOGY

Substantial RHI 0(0%) 36(83.7%) 0(0%) 18(78.3%) 0(0%) 66(88%) | 120(40.68%)
exposure (5+

years)

Extensive RHI 0(0%) 23(53.5%) 0(0%) 9(39.1%) 0(0%) 31(41.3%) | 63(21.36%)
exposure (11+

years)

Motor Signs 9(25.7%) | 10(23.3%) 5(15.6%) 11(47.8%) 30(34.5%) | 23(30.7%) | 88(29.83%)
Psychiatric 26(74.3%) | 27(65.9%) 9(31%) 13(59.1%) 46(58.2%) | 34(49.3%) | 155(52.54%)
Features

Number of 2.80+1.05 | 2.63%1.29 1.91£1.30 2.96+1.46 2.64+1.39 | 2.29+1.24 2.52+1.32
Secondary

Features (Mean

SD)

VIII. Overall Certainty (Positive TES Diagnosis with RHI required)

Criteria not met 35(100%) | 28(65.1%) 32(100%) 12(52.2%) 87(100%) | 56(74.7%) | 250(84.7%)
Suggestive CTE 0(0%) 3(7%) 0(0%) 1(4.3%) 0(0%) 4(5.3%) 8(2.7%)
Possible CTE 0(0%) 4(9.3%) 0(0%) 6(26.1%) 0(0%) 10(13.3%) 20(6.8%)
Probable CTE 0(0%) 8(18.6%) 0(0%) 4(17.4%) 0(0%) 5(6.7%) 17(5.8%)
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Table 5: Summary Model of Selected Candidate Predictors for TES Diagnosis.

95%
Full Sample B SE p Odds Ratio Cl
Age -0.04 0.05 0.451 0.96 (0.86,1.07)
Years of Education -0.01 0.04 0.830 0.99 (0.91,1.07)
Age at Injury 0.05 0.05 0.302 1.06 (0.95,1.17)
Time since Injury 0.09 0.05 0.110 1.09 (0.98,1.21)
Non-White (vs. White) 0.57 0.57 0.317 1.76 (0.58,5.33)
Female (vs. Male) -0.30 0.33 0.360 0.74 (0.39,1.41)
Non-Employed (vs. Employed) -0.47 0.34 0.160 0.62 (0.32,1.21)
Non-Hispanic (vs. Hispanic) -0.08 0.46 0.863 0.93 (0.38,2.26)
Married (vs. Single) 0.57 0.41 0.163 1.77 (0.79,3.97)
Separated/Divorced/Widowed (vs. Single) 0.46 0.43 0.277 1.59 (0.69,3.65)
RHI Exposure (vs. No RHI Exposure) -0.10 0.31 0.742 0.90 (0.49,1.67)
Moderate TBI (vs. Mild TBI) -0.16 0.48 0.738 0.85 (0.33,2.18)
Severe TBI (vs. Mild TBI) 0.49 0.37 0.186 1.63 (0.79,3.35)
95%

Sample Restricted to RHI only B SE p Odds Ratio Cl
Age -0.09 0.10 0.334 0.91 (0.76,1.1)
Years of Education -0.05 0.06 0.482 0.96 (0.84,1.08)
Age at Injury 0.07 0.10 0.486 1.07 (0.89,1.29)
Time since Injury 0.11 0.10 0.234 1.12 (0.93,1.35)
Non-White (vs. White) -1.38 1.14 0.226 0.25 (0.03,2.34)
Female (vs. Male) -0.06 0.54 0.908 0.94 (0.33,2.7)
Non-Employed (vs. Employed) -0.56 0.51 0.275 0.57 (0.21,1.56)
Non-Hispanic (vs. Hispanic) -0.72 0.68 0.295 0.49 (0.13,1.87)
Married (vs. Single) 1.12 0.64 0.083 3.05 (0.86,10.79)
Separated/Divorced/Widowed (vs. Single) 0.85 0.69 0.219 2.33 (0.61,8.99)
Moderate TBI (vs. Mild TBI) 1.06 0.74 0.149 2.89 (0.68,12.18)
Severe TBI (vs. Mild TBI) 0.35 0.60 0.557 1.42 (0.44,4.58)
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Figure 1: Flow diagram of data availability for TES Diagnostic Cohort among LETBI participants
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