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ABSTRACT

Background: Reduced olfaction is a common feature of patients with typical Parkinson disease
(PD). We sought to develop and validate a simplified smell test as a screening tool to help
identify PD patients and explore its differentiation from other forms of parkinsonism.

Methods: We used the Sniffin’ Sticks Identification Test (SST-ID) and the University of
Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test (UPSIT), together with data from three case-control
studies, to compare olfaction in 301 patients with PD or dementiawith Lewy bodies (DLB) to 36
subjects with multiple system atrophy (MSA), 32 individuals with progressive supranuclear
palsy (PSP) and 281 neurologically healthy controls. Individual SST-ID and UPSIT scents were
ranked by area under the recelver operating characteristic curve (AUC) vaues for group
classification, with 10-fold cross-validation. Additional rankings were generated by leveraging
results from eight published studies, collectively including 5,853 unique participants. Lead
combinations were further validated using (semi-)independent datasets. An abbreviated list of
scents was generated based on those shared by SST-ID and UPSIT.

Findings: We made the following five observations. (i) PD and DLB patients generally had
worse olfaction than healthy controls, as published, with scores for MSA and PSP patients
ranking as intermediate. (ii) SST-ID and UPSIT scents showed distinct discriminative
performances, with the top odorants (licorice, banana, clove, rose, mint, pineapple and cinnamon)
confirmed by external evidence. (iii) A subset of only seven scents demonstrated a similar
performance to that of the complete 16-scent SST-1D and 40-scent UPSIT Kits, in both discovery
and validation steps. Seven scents distinguished PD/DLB subjects from healthy controls with an
AUC of 0.87 (95%CI 0.85-0.9) and PD/DLB from PSP/IMSA patients with an AUC of 0.73
(95%CI 0.65-0.8) within the three cohorts (n=650). (iv) Increased age was associated with a
declinein olfaction. (v) Males generally scored lower than females, although this finding was not

significant across all cohorts.

Interpretation: Screening of subjects for typical Parkinson’s-associated hyposmia can be

carried out with a simplified scent identification test that relies on as few as seven specific
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odorants. There, the discrimination of PD/DLB subjects vs. age-matched controls is more
accurate than that of PD/DLB vs. PSP/M SA patients.

Funding: Thiswork was supported by: Parkinson Research Consortium; uOttawa Brain & Mind
Research Institute; and the Aligning Science Across Parkinson’s Collaborative Research
Network.

Key wor ds: Parkinson disease; parkinsonism; olfaction; hyposmia; smell test; Sniffin’ Stick Test;
University of Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test; dementia

Resear ch in context

Evidence before this study

Chronic hyposmia is a common feature of Parkinson disease (PD) and dementia with Lewy
bodies (DLB), which often precedes motor impairment and cognitive dysfunction by several
years; it is also frequently associated with o-synuclein aggregate formation in the bulb. The
presence of hyposmia increases an individual’s likelihood of having -what has recently been
proposed as- a neuronal synucleinopathy disease, by >24-fold. Despite the strong association of
PD with reduced olfaction, little is understood about it clinically, such as whether it is affected
by sex and age, and whether hyposmia of PD is associated with the same scent identification
difficulty seen in other conditions that present with parkinsonism. Moreover, due to its time-
consuming nature and traditional administration by healthcare workers, extensive olfactory

testing is not routinely performed during neurological assessmentsin movement disorder clinics.

Added value of this study

We analyzed the performance of both the Sniffin’ Sticks Test kit and UPSIT battery to
discriminate between healthy controls, patients with PD/DLB and those with MSA or PSP.
Comparison to and juxtaposition with eight other published studies allowed for the generation of
a markedly abbreviated smell identification test that unified both tests, as described. Group
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97 classification performance by each scent and its distractors was further analyzed using machine

98 learning and advanced Item Response Theory methods. Relations between each scent tested, sex

99 and age were analyzed for the first time. Our findings suggest concrete steps to be implemented
100 that would allow for simplified, routine olfaction testing in the future.

101 Implicationsof all the available evidence

102 Olfaction testing has emerged as an important neurological assessment part when examining
103  subjects with Parkinson’s and those at risk of it. A ssimple, validated smell test containing fewer
104  scentsthan current options could facilitate rapid testing of olfaction in clinic settings and at home,
105 without supervision by hedthcare workers. The usefulness of such a non-invasive test in
106  population health screening efforts could be further enhanced when coupled to a sdlf-
107 administered survey that includes questions related to other risk factors associated with PD. As
108 such, large-scale community screening and applications to routine practice in family doctors

109 offices as well as in specialty clinics could be made operationally feasible and cost-effective.
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110 INTRODUCTION

111  Hyposmiais a common non-motor sign of Parkinson disease (PD) and dementia. The reported
112  prevalence of olfaction loss in PD ranges from 45% to >90% based on populations selected,
113  testing methods, and threshold criteria™ Chronic hyposmiais also described as predictive, with
114  reduced olfaction preceding PD diagnosis by 4-20 years ¥ Olfactory testing may also help in
115 the differentiation of parkinsonian syndromes.” Several screening tools and predictive models

116  for theincidence of PD have included subjective or objective assessments of olfaction.™ 1

117 Two commonly used smell tests for evaluating olfactory function include the University of
118  Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test (UPSIT),!*? a battery of 40 scratch-and-sniff questions
119  that are self-administered, and the Sniffin’ Sticks Test (SST) battery, ™3 with three subtests
120 (for Identification; Discrimination; Threshold) comprising 16 scents each, of which the
121  administration usually involves a trained supervisor. The SST-ldentification (SST-ID) and
122  UPSIT are comparable in that they both assess one's ability to identify a range of scents. Within
123  SST, SST-1D is more commonly used in PD cohort studies and known to have better diagnostic
124  performance than the SST-Discrimination subtest.[**

125 Smell test kits were initially developed to assess olfaction in the general population but have
126  been increasingly used in research settings that study disorders of the brain. Using different
127  cohorts and methods, some studies have ranked odorants in the UPSIT*M and SST-ID
128  kits™EHX py thejir diagnostic performances, and reported that certain subsets of scents
129 appeared to have equal or better performance than the entire complement of 40- or 16-scents-
130  based tests. Other studies® ¥ have examined subsets of UPSIT but without any details on
131  scent ranking. Moreover, external validation was frequently missing in these analyses, proposed
132 scent combinations were found to be cohort-specific without agreement across different
133 studies,*®1® and the role of distractors (versus the correct scent offered) in such multi-choice
134  settings were understudied. Furthermore, analyses of UPSIT and SST-ID kits were always
135 conducted separately despite the similarities between the two tests. Finally, olfaction scores in
136  patients with other, atypical forms of parkinsonism were not assessed in PD-centric studies.
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137  Inthe current work, we aimed to assess olfaction performances in commonly encountered forms
138  of parkinsonism, to assess the key features of both UPSIT and SST-ID odorants, to explain any
139 observed differences between them, and to develop a simplified smell test to unify both kits
140 using proper internal and external validation steps. To this end, eight published scent
141 rankings,*¥1® which collectively examined 5,853 participants, were incorporated into our study
142  to make the proposed abbreviated test generalizable and to avoid overfitting. We also added Item
143  Response Theory-based analyses when examining the behaviour of participants responses to
144  multiple choices provided for each scent; this, to enhance sensitivity and specificity of future test

145 versions. Lastly, we analyzed the effects of age and sex on performance in scent identification.
146

147 METHODS

148  The study was conducted in adherence with STARD!®® guideline, see Supplemental Table 1.
149  Source of data and participants

150 We used de-identified data from three observational, retrospective, case-control studies. the “De
151 Novo Parkinson disease study” (DeNoPa);!®? Ottawa (PREDIGT) Tria; and Prognostic
152 Biomarkers in Parkinson’s Disease Study (PROBE).!”® Detailed description and
153 inclusion/exclusion criteria of these three cohorts are provided in Supplemental Methods; their
154  demographic and diagnostic characteristics are summarized in Table 1. Data of the cross-
155 sectional Ottawa Tria study, baseline data of the longitudinal PROBE study, and three visits of
156 the longitudina DeNoPa study (baseline; 48-month; and 72-month follow-up visits) were used.
157  Patients with PD or dementia with Lewy bodies (DLB) (DeNoPa: n=129; Ottawa Trial: n=70;
158 PROBE: n=102), subjects with multiple system atrophy (MSA) or progressive supranuclear
159 pasy (PSP) (DeNoPa: n= 9; Ottawa Tria: n=6; PROBE: n=53), and neurologically healthy
160 controls (HC) (DeNoPa: n=109; Ottawa Trial: n=118; PROBE: n=54) were included. Diagnostic
161 criteria were applied according to international guidelines; 27 diagnoses were revised, as
162 necessary, during longitudinal follow up visits or by independent raters who were blind to
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163  olfaction test results. Most study participants with PD in the three trials were classified as Hoehn
164 and Yahr stagell-111. No participant overlap existed between the three studies.

165 Analyses of these deidentified cohort data were approved by Investigational Review Boards at
166  Paracelsus-Elena-Klinik (Kasse, Germany) in Frankfurt, Hesse (FF 89/2008), at The Ottawa
167 Hospital (Ottawa, Canada; 20180010-01H) as well as al PROBE Study-affiliated sites, with the

168 participants consent.
169 Sudy assessments and statistical analyses

170  Sniffin’ Sticks test (SST): Used in DeNoPa, the SST comprises a supervised test for one's sense
171  of smell using pen-like odor dispensing devices, as administered in aclinic setting."™1*4 The test
172  has three subtests: Identification (SST-1D), Discrimination (SST-DS), and Threshold (SST-TH),
173  each with 16 odorants. In SST-I1D, subjects are presented a stick and choose the scent from four
174  options (one correct, three distractors). SST-DSis performed using triplets of odorants that are of
175 gimilar intensity and hedonic tone, where subjects are required to identify which stick of the
176 triplet has a different scent from the other two. SST-TH is performed using triplets of sticks
177  where only one is filled with odorant at a certain dilution whereas the other two are filled with
178 odor-free solvent. SST-TH determines at what dilution subjects can consistently identify the
179  odorant-filled stick. The entire SST (in German) was completed by all DeNoPa participants at
180 their basdine visit, and the SST-ID subtest was re-administered at 48-month and 72-month

181 follow-up visits.

182 The University of Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test (UPSIT): UPSIT was used in the
183 Ottawa Trial and PROBE; this self-administered kit contains 40 scratch-and-sniff questions; each
184  question has one correct answer and three incorrect distractors.!*®

185 Data preparation: Observations that had no valid response to SST-ID or UPSIT were removed
186 from the analysis. Observations with incomplete responses were imputed with Os, indicating
187  incorrect responses. A dichotomous response-based transformation (O = incorrect response; 1 =

188  correct response) was used to calculate the sum scores and assess discriminative performances
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189 for each scent. The exact indices of chosen options were used for Item Response Theory analysis
190 (seebeow).

191 Demographic and diagnostic characteristics. Demographic and diagnostic characteristics of the
192  study cohort were summarised using n (%) or median (the interquartile range (IQR)). The
193  reported p-values represented the significance from corresponding Fisher's exact test or Kruskal-
194  Wallis rank sum test, with false discovery rate correction for multiple testing; p-values smaller

195 than 0.05 were considered significant.

196 Comparing different smell tests: Score distributions of corresponding smell tests in each subject
197  group were illustrated using Cummings estimation plots.®” The raw UPSIT and SST-ID scores
198 were also normalized into percentiles based on age and sex, and hyposmia was defined by SST-
199 ID percentile < 10% or UPSIT percentile < 15%."% Discrimination performances of these
200 subtests were compared using area under the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve
201  (AUC) values with bootstrap estimated 95% confidence interval (C1),"*¥ in order to distinguish
202  diagnostic groups. Table 2 also reports optimal thresholds and their associated sensitivity and
203  specificity that correspond to the maximum Y ouden indices.**

204  Machine learning workflow of developing and validating the abbreviated smell test: Figure 1
205 illustrates the machine learning workflow of ranking UPSIT/SST-ID scents, developing and
206 validating respective simplified tests and the unified abbreviated test. Data of the Ottawa Trial
207 and basdine data of DeNoPa were used as discovery cohorts, and baseline data of PROBE and
208  follow-up data of DeNoPa were used for (semi-)independent validation.

209 1. Ranking the individual scents: Using the corresponding discovery cohorts with 10-fold
210 cross validation (see Supplemental Methods), individual scents in SST-ID and UPSIT
211 were ranked separately based on their AUC values in differentiating PD/DLB patients
212 from healthy controls. To control over-fitting, the SST-ID and UPSIT scent rankings
213 from our study was compared with eight external rankings,*31® four for each test, and
214 two final lists were generated by averaging internal and external rankings. Eleven scents
215 are shared by both smell tests, and an additional “Shared” ranking was constructed using
216 their respective positions in the averaged SST-ID and UPSIT rankings.

9
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217 2. Developing and validating the best-performing, simplified tests: For each scent ranking,
218 beginning with the highest-ranked odorant, subsets were constructed by adding one scent
219 at atime in descending ranking order. A total of 95 and 220 distinct SST-ID and UPSIT
220 subsets with various numbers of scents were compared, using their AUC values in
221 digtinguishing PD/DLB from HC, to develop the best-performing simplified tests,
222 including one that unified both smell tests. The resulted abbreviated smell tests were also
223 validated using (semi-)independent datasets.

224  Exploring observed differences in scent performance: The percentage of correct scent
225 identification within each subject group was calculated. These percentages were further
226  compared to examine the relationship of scent identification versus sex and age (using spline
227  smoothing, see Supplemental Methods). Furthermore, Item Characteristic Curves (ICCs) for
228  each scent within PD/DLB and HC groups from baseline DeNoPa and Ottawa Trial visits were
229  used to analyze scent performance and the influence of distractors (see Supplemental M ethods
230 for more details).

231  Statistical analyses were performed using ‘R’ (version 4.3.1). Cummings estimation plots were
232 generated using ‘dabestr’,*® and ICC curves were generated using ‘ TestGardener’:®” all other
233 plots were generated using ‘ggplot2’.*¥ The package 'pROC'*¥ was used for ROC and AUC,

234  and ‘fda was used for spline smoothing.!**

235

236 RESULTS
237  Comparison of different smell testsfor classifying typical Parkinson disease

238  We first assessed the performance of UPSIT and SST-ID kits in each diagnostic group. As
239  expected, across al three cohorts, PD and DLB patients generally had lower scores (i.e., worse
240 olfaction) than healthy controls (HC), whereas scores of MSA and PSP patients were
241  intermediate; these are shown by score distributions in Figure 2(a)-(d), and median
242  scores/percentiles and percentage of hyposmiain Table 1. There was no significant differencein
243  olfaction performance between MSA and PSP patients (Figure 2(b), (d)). UPSIT and SST-1D

10
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244 kits had comparable performance in distinguishing PD/DLB patients from HC subjects (Figure
245  2(e), left) with AUC values in the three cohorts ranging between 0.89-0.93. Further, both tests
246  showed reduced performance when distinguishing PD/DLB patients from MSA/PSP patients
247  (Figure 2(e), right), but with a larger variation (0.69 to 0.92) across the three cohorts, likely due
248  to the small sample sizes of MSA/PSP groups in the Ottawa Trial and DeNoPa cohorts. When
249  compared to the other two SST subtests, SST-ID was found to be the most discriminative onein
250 digtinguishing PD/DLB from both HC and from MSA/PSP (Supplemental Figure 1), as
251  expected.*¥ For cohort-specific thresholds and their corresponding sensitivity and specificity,
252 seeTable2.

253
254  Performances of individual scentsdiffer in discriminating PD/DLB from HC

255  We next sought to determine whether subsets of scents were more informative to discriminate
256  between PD/DLB and controls compared to the complete 16-scent (SST-ID) or 40-scent (UPSIT)
257  tests. Figure 3(a) shows the distribution of AUC values for each SST-ID scent across 10 folds
258 using baseline data from the DeNoPa cohort. Clusters of scents identified included banana and
259 mint as the two most discriminative scents (individual AUC values, >0.725), followed by anise,
260 coffee, licorice, fish and rose in the second-most discriminative cluster. Compared with SST-1D
261  scents, clustering was less obvious for the UPSIT scents (Figure 3(c)), whose AUC values
262  ranged between 0.5 to 0.77. For the Ottawa Trial cohort, the top-7 UPSIT scents for identifying
263 PD/DLB patientsincluded rose, wintergreen, root beer, licorice, dill pickle, mint, and grass.

264  The observed differences in each scent’s discriminative performance were further examined by
265 visualizing the percentages of correct scent identification within each diagnostic group (Figure
266  3(b), (d)) and by the percentage differences between HC and PD/DLB groups (Supplemental
267 Figure 2). Regardless of the study cohort and smell test used, PD/DLB patients showed
268  dignificantly lower percentages of correctly identifying each scent than control subjects. Scents
269 that were easy to identify in the HC group but difficult for the PD/DLB group (i.e., larger
270 percentage differences as in Supplemental Figure 2) had larger single-scent AUC values.

11
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271  Scents had poorer discriminative performances when both HC and PD/DLB groups found them
272  easy (e.g. SST-ID: orange, UPSIT: leather) or difficult (e.g. SST-ID: apple, UPSIT: lemon).

273  Therefore, two rankings for scents from the SST-ID and UPSIT kits were constructed. To
274  overcome the inherent risk of overfitting due to the modestly sized cohorts used, externa
275  evidence was introduced. Figure 4 compared the scent rankings from this study with previously
276  published studies, and two “Average’ rankings were derived. For the SST-ID kit, different
277  studies -despite their differences in cohort design and methods applied (Supplemental Table 1)-
278 showed consensus in that anise, licorice, mint, banana, coffee, fish and rose were the most
279  discriminative scentsin distinguishing PD/DLB subjects from HCs (Figure 4(a)). For the UPSIT
280 Dbattery, however, itsrelated studies showed less agreement on their scent rankings (Figur e 4(b)),
281  which could be partially explained by results shown in Figure 3(c); there, many UPSIT scents
282 showing similar performances and revealed fewer clusters than did SST-1D-based scents.
283  Nonethéless, the top-7 UPSIT scents in the final “Average” ranking were coconut, clove,
284  wintergreen, banana, licorice, grass and cherry. With respect to a possibly common, simplified
285 list, we noted that there are eleven scents shared by SST-ID and UPSIT, and thus, an additional
286  “Shared’ ranking was generated to construct a unified, abbreviated smell test (Table 3).

287

288 Item Characteristic Curves further reveal details for each scent and the influence of
289 distractors

290 The findings above revealed subsets of scents that were relatively discriminative (from a PD
291  perspective), which could suggest a disease-specific and/or scent processing-related change that
292  islinked to participant performance. However, for multiple-choice tests like SST-1D and UPSIT
293  Kkits, the selection of distractors paired with each scent could also influence odorant performance.
294  Item Characteristic Curves (ICCs) can help address this, especially when the scent is shared by
295  different tests.

296 In the current context, mint and licorice were two well-performing scents, and their 1CCs
297  (Figure 5(1)-(4)) showed similar characteristics in that HCs generally correctly identified them,

12
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298 while PD/DLB patients had more difficulty in choosing the right option. However, there were
299  also some noteworthy differences. when scoring on the scent for ‘mint’, PD/DLB patients could
300 ruleout ‘chive’ and ‘onion’ in SST-ID and ‘fruit punch’ in UPSIT, indicating that they detected
301 some scent, but it was not declarative enough to choose ‘mint’. However, for ‘licorice,
302 particularly in the UPSIT kit, there was strong evidence of random guessing whereby patients
303  couldn’t detect any scent to help favor or eliminate an option. Here, ICCs of scoring by HCs also
304 eiminated the possibility of the corresponding pen (SST-ID) or encapsulated sticker (UPSIT)
305 beng defective.

306 The scent for ‘banana ranked 1/16 in DeNoPa but only 34/40 in the Ottawa Tria (Figure 3);
307 however, these inconsistent performances were not due to differences in distractors. The option
308 ‘cherry’ distracted many PD/DLB patients and HCs in the Ottawa Trial, but not in the DeNoPa
309 study (Figure 5(5)-(6)). Here, cohort- or odorant (e.g., its concentration or composition for the
310 artificial scent)-related differences might be more plausible explanations.

311 ‘Orange and ‘lemon’ were both ranked low in the two tests but for different reasons (Figure
312  5(7)-(10)): ‘orange in SST-ID was too easy, even for hyposmic PD/DLB patients. ‘Orange’ in
313 UPSIT, however, had different distractors that were active within PD/DLB (‘bubble gum’) and
314 HC (‘turpentin€). For ‘lemon’, the distractors of ‘grapefruit’ in SST-ID and ‘motor oil’ in
315 UPSIT confused both patients and healthy persons. Such ICC results within the normosmic
316 control group might be evidence of a flawed odorant choice or an explanation that is rooted in
317 chemical manufacturing of the scent. In Supplemental Figures 3-5 we listed the ICCs for all
318  other scents.

319

320 Development and validation of abbreviated smell tests

321 Based on scent rankings in Figure 4 and Table 3, 95 SST-ID subsets and 220 UPSIT subsets
322 were compared by their AUC values in distinguishing PD/DLB patients from HCs. Figure 6
323  shows the results within each internal and external validation set. When using an increasing

324 number of highly rank-ordered scents, we observed that the corresponding AUC values for
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325 odorant subsets increased steeply for the first four; surprisngly, any improvement in
326 performance thereafter was marginal. Compared with other published rankings, the “Average’
327 rankings as well as their subsets appeared to be more discriminative with robust performance in
328 all the validation sets. Considering a potential trade-off between subset performance and number
329  of scents administered, the SST-1D subset with seven scents and UPSIT subset with ten scents,
330 based on their corresponding “Average’ rankings, emerged as the best-performing test batteries.

331  With respect to potentially developing a unified smell test that could be applied to large study
332  populations (those examined here were based in North America and Europe of predominantly
333  White ethnicity), the subset of seven scents from the “Shared” ranking (Table 3) with the highest
334 peformance in al validation sets comprised licorice, banana, clove, rose, mint, pineapple and
335 cinnamon. Mean (standard deviation) scores and AUC values of this subset within each cohort
336 are reported in Table 4. Note, due to inherent cohort differences, the AUC value in the
337 diagnostic classfication of PD/DLB versus HC when combining all three cohorts was 0.87
338  (95%CI 0.85-0.9), i.e., dlightly lower than those of each separate cohort. In the combined cohort,
339 the cut-off value for distinguishing PD/DLB versus HC that corresponded to the maximum
340 Youden index was 4.5 (score range 0-7), the resulted sensitivity and specificity were 0.76 and
341  0.85, respectively.

342
343  Performances of scentsin discriminating PD/DLB from M SA/PSP

344  The same workflow was applied to the PROBE cohort to generate a subset of scents specialized
345 in digtinguishing between PD/DLB versus MSA/PSP patients. There, a subset with ten scents
346 (clove, dill pickle, cinnamon, soap, rose, pizza, root beer, turpentine, gasoline, licorice) achieved
347 an AUC value 0.78 in the validation set within PROBE, a promising improvement when
348 compared with the entire 40-scent UPSIT test (AUC = 0.68; Supplemental Figure 6).
349  Independent validation is needed to retest the usefulness of this subset given the small number of
350 MSA/PSP subjects enrolled in the other two cohorts studied herein.

351
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352  Assessment of age and sex on scent identification

353 Wealsoinvestigated the influence of age and sex on scent identification. Supplemental Table 2
354  shows the coefficients of the linear regression for the relationship between smell test score with
355 age, sex, and diagnostic groups within each cohort. Not surprisingly, progression in age
356 significantly lowered olfaction across all groups, and males generally had a worse sense of smell

357 thantheir female counterparts, although the latter was not significant across the three cohorts.

358 When focusing just on the eleven scents shared by both tests, relationships between scent
359 identification and sex were further evaluated by comparing the percentages of correct scent
360 identification across groups (Figure 7(a)). In line with the regression results, females showed
361 higher percentages of correct identification than males for most of the scents, except for
362 cinnamon, turpentine, and leather. Next, we compared the probability of identifying each scent
363  correctly across ages between the PD/DLB and HC groups (Figure 7(b)). As expected, older
364  participants showed decreasing percentages for identifying specific scents correctly. The fitted
365 linesfor PD/DLB and HC groups were usually in the same direction and of similar slopes, with

366  some exceptions, but these were not consistent across al three cohorts.

367

368 DISCUSSION

369 To our knowledge, thisisthe most comprehensive study to date describing olfactory dysfunction
370 in late-onset, typical PD and two other neurological disorders presenting with parkinsonism
371  using both the multimodal SST battery and UPSIT kit. The principal take home message from
372  this study is that when probing for hyposmia in PD, the following points matter: PD/DLB
373 patients had worse olfaction than healthy subjects, and scores of MSA/PSP patients were
374 intermediate; there was no observed difference in olfaction between MSA and PSP patients,
375  scent identification testing is sufficient, and threshold as well as discrimination testing could be
376 omitted when screening populations for PD using the SST kit; fewer scents can reduce
377 examination time and test taking fatigue without sacrificing diagnostic accuracy; the selection of

378  gspecific scents should be informed by their discriminative performance in specific group
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379 classification efforts; random guessing could lower diagnostic accuracy; and from a test design
380 perspective, choices provided as distractors influence scent performance. Importantly, we found
381 that a simplified smell test, with specific scents, is sufficient to identify PD/DLB-linked
382 hyposmia. Such atest, which is now being piloted by us, holds the potential to facilitate olfactory
383 testing intheclinical setting, used for at-home testing and population-based screening methods.

384 In developing and validating a smplified smell test for this purpose, we used a machine learning
385 approach and found that only seven scents (licorice, banana, clove, rose, mint, pineapple, and
386 cinnamon) were required to approximate the diagnostic performance of administering the 16-
387  scent SST-ID or 40-scent UPSIT batteries and the value of adding more scents was negligible.
388 Moreover, a test kit for rapid screening with nearly similar performance could be constructed

389 using asfew asfour scents.

390 We demonstrated the impact distractors have on detecting specific scentsusing IRT analysis. We
391 uncovered uncertainty in eliciting a choice for some scents, even for HCs with intact olfaction.
392  Thiscould be explained by the difficulty of biological scent discrimination or the to-be-improved
393 sdection of artificial odorants. By extension, our analyses revealed the opportunity to removeill-

394  peforming scents, e.g., orange and lemon, from currently used kits.

395  Unexpectedly, we found a high level of guessing among PD patients for licorice, indicating
396 patients difficulty in detecting this scent. SST-ID and UPSIT batteries are multiple choice-based
397 tests, in which participants are instructed to always choose even when they cannot smell
398 anything; such random guessing will introduce errors into data sets. Advanced IRT methods can
399 treat missing responses as an additional option; administrators of tests would then prefer the
400 participants to leave any uncertain questions unanswered rather than forcing a guess. However,
401 for the future administration of olfaction tests, or for designing a new one, we would suggest
402  adding an extra choice, such as “l cannot identify the scent” to reduce random guessing. Based
403 on our experience in administrating smell tests, the extra option would also help improve

404  participant experience and eiminate frustration, especialy for patients with severe hyposmia.

405  An easy-to-administer, inexpensive, sensitive and non-invasive smell test (with 4-7 scents) could

406 have important clinical usefulness, particularly when coupled with a short, self-administered
16
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407 questionnaire capturing demographic information and known risk factors of developing PD.[
408 Such a questionnaire could also explore other factors leading to hyposmia unrelated to
409 neurodegeneration, e.g., previous nasa injuries, microbial infections, seasonal allergies, and
410 chronic exposure to air pollution, to augment specificity for PD. Upon validation, such a kit
411  could be used as the initial step of large-scale community screening, or in routine clinic practice
412  of a movement disorders-oriented clinic, or for early detection within a family medicine office.
413 When it comes to screening efforts for PD, more invasive and expensive tests, e.g., the o-
414  synuclein seeding amplification assay from cerebrospinal fluid (CSF), or the administration of a
415 dopamine transporter scan, could be administrated as an additional step to increase screening
416 accuracy further, such as when considering enrolling PD subjects into specific, disease-
417  modifying clinical trials.*%144

418 Degspite the findings regarding scent ranking and subset analyses, it remains unclear whether a
419 specific PD olfaction deficit exists, rather than a global reduction in olfaction, and what the
420 underlying mechanisms would be. We and others recently found that olfactory deficits were
421  significantly associated with positivity on the a-synuclein seeding amplification assay in CSF
422  samples, suggesting that patients may have an underlying disease linked to the dysregulation of

423 SNCA expression and/or protein processing.*?14!

424  Mechanistically, it remains unknown as to how chronic hyposmia arises in PD/DLB (and REM
425  Sleep Behaviour Disorder) as well as some MSA/PSP subjects, at what age it begins, the cause
426  and its underlying circuit-based and molecular mechanisms, and whether olfactory deficits are
427  shared for specific scents among persons with typical PD versus those with dementia. Large
428  scale population screening, including with a smplified testing battery derived from SST-1D and
429  UPSIT kits, could begin to answer some of these questions.

430
431 STRENGTH

432  In this work, olfaction performance using SST and UPSIT batteries was studied in detail. Both
433 internal and external validation efforts were used to test/retest performance and avoid overfitting.
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434  Scent ranking derived from this study was also compared with eight previously published studies.
435 By incorporating results from external studies, the unified abbreviated olfaction test kit of using
436  just seven scents emerged as very generalizable. The observed performance differences for each
437  scent in group classification was explained using complementary techniques and further studied
438 considering sex and age. Our study also explored scent identification performance at the level of
439 choices provided, highlighting the importance of distractors, which alows for future
440 improvement in the design of test kits.

441

442  LIMITATIONSAND FUTURE WORK

443  Performance of the unified abbreviated smell test was estimated by simulation: responses of the
444  related scents were partitioned from the SST-ID and UPSIT data sets, and the original distractors
445  from SST-ID and UPSIT kits were used. Real performance of the abbreviated test, when
446  manufactured as a stand-alone product with distractors determined for each scent, should be
447  assessed in the same cohorts, in new studies, and in routinely run clinic settings. Further, more
448 data are needed to validate the scent ranking and the associated subset developed here for
449  distinguishing PD/DLB versus M SA/PSP patients.

450 The three cohorts used are highly homogeneous cohorts with most participants being white.
451  Although scent rankings and the selection of a smplified smell test have been rigorously
452  developed and validated with external information incorporated, future calibration and cultural
453  adaption efforts will be necessary when applying them to other populations, especially those that
454  differ from Western Europeans.

455  Case-control studies have an inherent potential for selection bias in their recruitment. Especially
456  because of the age- and sex-matched design, age- and sex-effects were likely underestimated.
457  Population studies, such as in the initial community screening effort undertaken by PARS
458  planners and the ‘PPMI hyposmia’ effort, could provide complementary data sets, however, they
459  too have potential setbacks: as the mgjority of participants will have a normal sense of smell, the

460 score distribution could be highly skewed; a low percentage of PD patients will make the
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resulting dataset imbalanced; when smell test data are reduced to a single sum score, sub-
analyses will be difficult to complete, which will limit interrogations of data between established

cohorts.

For screening purpose, a one-time administered smell test may not be informative enough to
assess a subject’s sense of smell completely, because other factors, such as temporary olfaction
reduction/loss due to infection, seasonal allergies, occupational exposure and/or drinking, eating,
smoking before taking the test, could skew results. Retesting at appropriate time intervals will be

required for even higher accuracy.
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517 FIGURES

518 Figure 1. Machine learning workflow for developing and validating an abbreviated smell
519 test. Details of the workflow are as indicated and described in Methods and Result sections of
520 the main text. SST-ID = Sniffin’ Sticks Identification test. UPSIT = University of Pennsylvania
521 Smell Identification Test. DeNoPa = De Novo Parkinson Study. PROBE = Prognostic
522  Biomarkers in Parkinson Disease. HC = hedlthy control. PD = Parkinson disease. DLB =
523  dementia with Lewy bodies. MSA = multiple system atrophy. PSP = progressive supranuclear
524  palsy. ROC = recelver operating characteristic. AUC = area under the ROC curve.

525  Figure2: Distribution of olfaction scores using two established testsfor different diagnostic
526  groups with parkinsonism in three cohorts. Cummings estimation plots (a-d) were used to
527 illustrate and compare smell test score distributions in each diagnostic group: (a) for UPSIT in
528 the Ottawa Tria cohort, (b) for UPSIT in the PROBE cohort, (c) for SST-ID in the DeNoPa
529  cohort, (d) UPSIT and SST-ID scores were transformed to percentiles based on age- and sex-
530 adjusted normsin the combined cohorts. Each data point in the upper panels represents the score
531 of one participant, and colors represent different groups and diagnosis, as shown in legends. The
532  vertical linesin the upper panels represent the conventional mean + standard deviation error bars.
533 The lower panels show the mean group difference (the effect size) and its 95% confidence
534 interval (Cl) estimated by bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap, using healthy controls as the
535 reference group. Panelsin (e) show ROC curves and AUC values with 95% confidence interval
536 (ClI) for smell tests in each cohort (indicated by different colors; individual scores shown in a-d)
537  to distinguish PD/DLB versus HC groups (left) and PD/DLB versus MSA/PSP groups (right).
538 Abbreviationsasin Figure 1.

539 Figure 3: Individual scent performancesin differentiating PD/DLB from HC groups. SST-
540 ID scents are shown using baseline DeNoPa data (a, b) and UPSIT scents for the Ottawa Tria
541  cohort (c, d). Pands (@) and (c) illustrate distribution of AUC values of each scent across 10-fold
542  cross-validation using violin plots, with 25%, 50%, and 75% quantile lines. The scents are
543 ordered in descending order of their mean single-scent AUC value; the color of each scent
544  changes gradually from the most to the least discriminative value, as indicated by the legend.

545  Scents shared by both tests are highlighted by bold italic font. Panels (b) and (d) show the
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546  percentage of subjects correctly identifying each scent within both groups in each corresponding

547  cohort. Abbreviationsasin Figure 1.

548 Figure 4. Comparison of scent rankings in this study versus previously published ones.
549 Panes (a) and (b) show scent rankings of SST-ID and UPSIT, respectively. “This study”
550  columns show scent rankings from Figure 3, and the neighboring columns show corresponding
551 rankings from other studies, as indicated at the x-axis. The “Average” column of each panel
552  shows the scent ranking generated by averaging results from 5 separate rankings. Each scent is
553  represented using the format “index-scent” in the “Average” ranking, and as index only in others.
554  Thelines track how each scent’s rank changes from study to study. Color of each scent changes
555 gradually from the most to the least discriminative odorant defined by “Average’. Based on
556 these, 7 best-performing scents in SST-ID (a) and 12 best-performing scents in UPSIT (b) are
557  tracked by solid lines. Note, rankings by Mahlknecht et al. and Morley et al. included only the
558  top 12 scents.

559 Figure 5: Influence of distractors in multiple-choice smell tests for five shared scents
560 selected. Panels with odd numbers show the Item Characteristic Curves (ICCs) of five SST-1D
561 scents. mint, licorice, banana, orange, and lemon. Panels with even numbers show ICCs of the
562  corresponding UPSIT scents. In each figure, panels on the left show data for PD/DLB patients,
563 panelson theright for healthy controls. The x-axis reveals transformed score indices (percentage
564 rank of the respective scores) within the corresponding group. The y-axis shows the probability
565 of choosing each option at a particular score index. The correct option of each item is highlighted
566  using thicker, blue curves. Numbers in the color legends represent option indices. The horizontal
567  dashed lines represent 50% probability. The vertical dashed lines represent five quantiles (5%,
568  25%, 50%, 75%, and 95%).

569 Figure6: Exploration of smaller subsets of scentstested vs. accuracy in group classification
570 of PD/DLB vs HC. The x-axis shows the number of individual scents used for each subset
571 examined; colors represent different scent rankings from separate studies, as indicated by the
572  legends (see also Figure 4 and Table 3). ‘Shared’ denotes scents used in both UPSIT and SST-
573 ID; Average, al studies combined; This study, rankings derived using baseline DeNoPa and

574  Ottawa Trail data. Individual points shown in panels (a) and (d) represent internal validation
23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.09.24311696
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

575
576
S77
578

579
580
581
582
583
584
585

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.09.24311696; this version posted August 9, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Li et al., Smplified Olfaction Testing to Identify Patients with Parkinson’s

results, averaging across 10 folds. In panéls (b), (c) and (€), each point represents the AUC value
of the corresponding subset using (semi-)external validation sets. The black horizontal, dashed
lines indicate AUC values of the corresponding test when viewed in its entirety. Red horizontal,
dashed linesindicate AUC = 0.9 as a predetermined reference line.

Figure 7. Relationships between scent identification performance, diagnoss, sex and age.
Panel (a) shows the percentage of persons that correctly identified each scent within the healthy
control (HC) group (indicated by light blue region) and the PD/DLB group (indicated by pink
region) in the corresponding cohorts, separated by sex (bar color). Panels in (b) show the
relationship between age (x-axis), diagnostic group (HC in blue; vs PD/DLB in red) and the
percentage of correctly identified scents (y-axis) for each odorant tested (columns) within each
cohort (row), as indicated on the right.

24


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.09.24311696
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

586

587

588
589

590

TABLES

Li et al., Smplified Olfaction Testing to Identify Patients with Parkinson’s

Table 1. Baseline demographic char acteristics and smell test scoresof adultsenrolled in the three cohorts

SI (ma1nal hoad Aq [paiyiliad 10U sem yaiym)

@z/@ﬁ'ou% g)/ :sdyjy :1op undaid Aixypaw

DeNoPa Ottawa Trial PROBE
Variable HC, X PD/DL% MSA/P1$4P, p- q- HC, ) PD/DLlB5, MSA/PlSSP, p- o HC, ) /DLI?B MSA/P?I:, p- o
N =109 N = 129" N=9" value® value’ | N=118 N = 70" N=6" value® value’ | N=54 102**  N=53" valu¢ value
Sex 0.6 0.7 0.005 0.015 _ 0.058  0.087
Female 42 (39%) 45 (35%) 2 (22%) 74 (63%) 29 (41%) 5 (83%) 28 (52%) g (33%)  18(34%)
Male 67 (61%) 84 (65%) 7 (78%) 44 (37%) 41 (59%) 1 (17%) 26 (48%) 2 3 (67%) 35 (66%)
Age 65 (60, 70) 66(58,72)  72(65,76) 0073 015 | 68(58,73) 68(60,74) 66(63,70) 0.9 09 | 59(55, 69)2 %f% (55,69) 67(61,75 0.002 0.007
. . . [
gtag‘;gﬁ”é?r?rgg;?ﬁs"n NA 14 (9, 24) 12 (6, 33) 07 07 NA 84(36,132) 48(30,66) 0078 0.12 NA g% (58,71) 58(57,60) 0.2 0.2
. . ooy
;ﬂm’:p timein 120 (120, 120) 120 (72,120) 72(48,120) 0.001  0.004 ND ND ND ND ;; % ND ND
Smell test score’ 12 (11, 14) 7(4,9) 10(9,11) <0.001 <0.001 | 32(29,35) 17(13,22) 29(26,31) <0.001 <0.001 | 35(33, 37)82 : (14,26) 28(21,32) <0.001 <0.001
Small test percentile® 50 (25, 75) 4 (4,10) 25(18,50) <0.001 <0.001 | 39(18,66) 6(4,10) 23(14,37) <0.001 <0.001 | 56 (27, 73) ﬁf-ﬁ ;é (4,17)  23(9,42) <0.001 <0.001
Olfaction® <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 %%é <0.001 <0.001
Normal 94 (86%) 30 (23%) 7 (78%) 93 (79%) 7 (10%) 3 (50%) 50 (93%) 3 289 (28%) 34 (64%)
Hyposmia/Anosmia 15 (14%) 99 (77%) 2 (22%) 25 (21%) 63 (90%) 3 (50%) 4 (7%) g?? (72%) 19 (36%)
11 (%); Median (IQR); ?Fisher's exact test; Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test; * False discovery rate correction for multiple testing g;_’%
*PD:n=126; DLB:n=3; MSA: n=4; PSP:n=5,°PD: n=69; DLB: n=1; MSA: n=5; PSP: n = 1. °PD: n = 102; MSA: n = 27; PSP: n = 26. R
" SST-ID scores (0-16) for DeNoPa, UPSIT scores (0-40) for Ottawa Trial and PROBE. ® Age- and sex-adjusted normalized percentiles. gE
® Hyposmia/anosmia was determined by SST-ID percentile < 10%, and UPSIT percentile < 15%. é f
=g
&
DeNoPa = De Novo Parkinson Study. PROBE = Prognostic Biomarkers in Parkinson Disease. IQR = interquartile range. HC = healthy control E@D = Parkinson disease. DLB =
53
dementia with Lewy bodiess. MSA = multiple system atrophy. PSP = progressive supranuclear palsy. NA = not applicd;'aib. ND = not documented
® 3
=%
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591 Table 2: Discriminative perfor mances of complete smell testsfor baselinevisitsin three

592 cohorts

Cohort Test AUC (95% Cl) Threshold Sendtivity  Specificity
PD/DLB vsHC

SST-ID 0.89 (0.85-0.93) <=10.5 0.88 0.81
DeNoPa SST-TH 0.83 (0.78-0.88) <=3.12 0.68 0.9

SST-DS 0.83 (0.77-0.88) <=10.5 0.75 0.78
OttawaTrial UPSIT 0.92 (0.88-0.96) <=285 0.96 0.77
PROBE UPSIT 0.93 (0.89-0.97) <=295 0.84 0.89
PD/DLB vs M SA/PSP

SST-ID 0.8 (0.69-0.91) <=6.5 0.48 1
DeNoPa SST-TH 0.64 (0.48-0.8) <=1.38 0.43 0.89

SST-DS 0.56 (0.32-0.79) <=125 0.88 0.33
OttawaTrial UPSIT 0.92 (0.85-0.99) <=255 0.81 1
PROBE UPSIT 0.69 (0.6-0.78) <=26.5 0.76 0.58

593

594  DeNoPa = De Novo Parkinson Study. PROBE = Prognostic Biomarkers in Parkinson Disease.
595 HC = hedlthy control. PD = Parkinson disease. DLB = dementia with Lewy bodies. MSA =
506 multiple system atrophy. PSP = progressive supranuclear palsy. AUC = area under the ROC
597  curve. Cl = confidence interval. SST-ID = Sniffin’ Sticks Identification test. SST-TH = Sniffin’
508  Sticks Threshold test. SST-DS = Sniffin’ Sticks Discrimination test. UPSIT = University of
599  Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test.

600
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601 Table 3: Ranking of scentsthat are shared by SST-ID and UPSIT kits

Rank Scent Rank in SST-ID'  Rank in UPSIT? Average’
1 Licorice 2/16 5/40 0.125
2 Banana 4/16 4/40 0.175
3 Clove 8/16 2/40 0.275
4 Rose 7/16 9/40 0.33125
5 Mint 3/16 21/40 0.35625
6 Pineapple 9/16 8/40 0.38125
7 Cinnamon 10/16 16/40 0.5125
8 Lemon 12/16 23/40 0.6625
9 Turpentine 13/16 27140 0.74375
10 Orange 15/16 29/40 0.83125
11 Leather 11/16 40/40 0.84375

! Based on the corresponding “ Average” rankings in Figure 4.
2 For each scent, average = (rank in SST-ID + rank in UPSIT) / 2

602
603 SST-ID = Sniffin’ Sticks ldentification test. UPSIT = University of Pennsylvania Smell
604  Identification Test.

605
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Table 4: Performance of the unified abbreviated smell test with 7 scents

PD/DLB HC M SA/PSP

DeNoPa

Mean (sd)* 3.17 (1.72) 5.69 (1.15) 4.67 (1.00)

AUC (95% CI)? 0.88 (0.83-0.92) 0.76 (0.65-0.87)
Ottawa Trial

Mean (sd)* 2.81 (1.56) 5.58 (1.53) 5.00 (1.79)

AUC (95% CI)? 0.89 (0.84-0.93) 0.82 (0.62-1)
PROBE

Mean (sd)* 3.49 (1.74) 6.37 (0.90) 4.68 (2.06)

AUC (95% CI)? 0.91 (0.87-0.96) 0.68 (0.58-0.77)
Combined

Mean (sd)* 3.20 (1.72) 5.77 (1.31) 4.71(1.92)

AUC (95% ClI)? 0.87 (0.85-0.9) 0.73 (0.65-0.8)

! For the unified abbreviated smell test with 7 scents, score range is 0-7.

2 AUC values were for distinguishing patients with PD/DLB from healthy controls or
patients with M SA/PSP.

DeNoPa = De Novo Parkinson Study. PROBE = Prognostic Biomarkers in Parkinson Disease.
HC = healthy control. PD = Parkinson disease. DLB = dementia with Lewy bodies. MSA =
multiple system atrophy. PSP = progressive supranuclear palsy. AUC = area under the ROC

curve. Cl = confidence interval. sd = ssandard deviation.
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614 SUPPLEMENTAL METHODS
615 Detailed description of the study cohorts

616  De Novo Parkinson disease study (DeNoPa): The DeNoPa cohort®” is an ongoing, single-center
617 study based in Kassel, Germany. The DeNoPa cohort is an observational, longitudinal study of
618  patients with a newly established diagnosis of PD (UK Brain Bank Criteriad®!), who were naive
619 to L-DOPA therapy at baseline, and of age- and sex- and education-matched, neurologically
620 healthy controls (HC). Details of inclusion/exclusion criteria have been described elsewhere!?”!
621 Diagnostic accuracy was ensured by ongoing follow-up visits every two years (as of 2023, 10-
622  year follow up visits were underway). Data used were received on May 16", 2023.

623 Ottawa (PREDIGT) Tria: The Ottawa Trial is a pilot study to evaluate the performance of a 2-
624  step screening tool that combines the PREDIGT questionnaird®® and the UPSIT test to
625 distinguish patients with PD/DLB from age-matched neurologically healthy controls and patients
626  with various other neurological diseases. Enrolment and assessment of this cross-sectional, case-
627 control study was completed in March 2024. A manuscript that describes this cohort is in
628  preparation. Diagnostic accuracy was ensured by independent chart review by three subspecialty-
629 trained neurologists (JS, MGS, and AF) according to UK Brain Bank Criteria and MDS
630 Criteria™

631  Prognostic Biomarkersin Parkinson Disease (PROBE): PROBE™® is alongitudinal, case-control
632 study to test biomarkers in PD subjects and controls to determine their feasibility and potential
633 utility as markers of risk and prognosis for PD. Details of inclusion/exclusion criteria have been
634  described esewhere!® Participants were enrolled from August, 2007 to December, 2008.
635 Diagnosis of PD, probable MSA, and probable PSP met UK Brain Bank criteria, Consensus
636  Criteria, and NINDS-PSP Criteria, respectively.

637  Supplemental methods

638 10-fold cross validation (CV): For each smell test, the discovery dataset was randomly
639 partitioned into 10 parts, where the case-control ratio was maintained in each part. In each fold,

640 9/10 parts were used as the development set and the remaining 1 part was used for internal
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validation. This procedure was repeated for 10 times, and results were showed ether in
distribution or average across 10 folds.

Relationship between scent identification and age: Within each cohort, participants ages were
segregated into four bins with similar sample size. For each scent, the proportion of correctly
identification was calculated for each bin, and spline smoothing was then used to represent the

relationship between the proportions and age.

Item characteristic curves (ICCs): The version of ICCs used in this study differed from
traditional parametric ICCs in two aspects: 1) the x-axis was the score percentage rank in [0,100],
not the latent trait on the whole real line; and 2) ICCs represented spline smoothing lines that fit
response data, rather than being fitted to any pre-defined parametric model.*
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652 SUPPLEMENTAL FIGURES

653 Supplemental Figure 1. Distribution of Sniffin” Sticks Threshold (SST-TH) and
654 Discrimination (SST-DS) scores for each subject group in the DeNoPa Study at baseline
655 and their ROC curves for group classfication. The Cummings estimation plots (a, b) were
656 used toillustrate and compare smell test score distributions in each group: (a) SST-TH, (b) SST-
657 DS. Each data point in the upper panels represents the score of one participant, and colors
658 represent different groups and diagnosis as shown in the legend. The vertical lines in the upper
659 panels represent the conventional mean + standard deviation error bars. The lower panels show
660 the mean group difference (the effect size) and its 95% confidence interval (CI) estimated by
661 bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap, usng HC as the reference group. Panel (c) shows the
662 ROC curves of each smell test (indicated by color) to distinguish PD/DLB versus HC (left) and
663 PD versus OND (right). HC = healthy control. PD = Parkinson disease. DLB = dementia with
664 Lewy bodies. MSA = multiple system atrophy. PSP = progressive supranuclear palsy. ROC =

665  receiver operating characteristic. AUC = area under the ROC curve.

666 Supplemental Figure 2: Percentage differences of correct scent identification between HC
667 and PD/DLB groups (% HC - % PD/DLB) in the DeNoPa (a) and Ottawa Trial (b) cohorts.
668  The scents are ordered in descending orders of their mean single-scent AUC value (see Figure 3
669 (a) and (c)); the color of each scent changes gradually from the most discriminative to the least

670 discriminative odorant, as indicated by the legend.

671 Supplemental Figure 3: Influence of distractors in the multiple-choice smell tests: the
672 remaining 6 scents shared by UPSIT and SST-ID. Panels with odd numbers show the Item
673  Characteristic Curves (ICCs) of six SST-ID scents, and panels with even numbers show the ICCs
674  of the corresponding UPSIT scents. In each figure, the left panels are the ICCs using data of the
675 PD/DLB patients, and the right panels are corresponding to healthy controls. The x-axis is
676 transformed score indices (percentage rank of the SST-ID score) within the corresponding group.
677 The y-axis is the probability of choosing each option at a particular score index. The correct
678  option of each item is highlighted using the thicker blue curves. Numbersin the color legends are
679 the option indices. The horizontal dashed lines represent 50% probability. The vertical dashed
680 linesrepresent five quantiles (5%, 25%, 50%, 75%, and 95%).
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681 Supplemental Figure 4: Item Characteristic Curves (ICCs) of the remaining SST-ID scents
682 using basdline data from the DeNoPa Cohort. In each pandl, the |eft panels are the ICCs using
683 data of the PD/DLB patients, and the right panels are corresponding to healthy controls. The x-
684  axisistransformed score indices (percentage rank of the SST-1D score) within PD and HC group,
685 regpectively. The y-axis is the probability of choosing each option at a particular score index.
686 The correct option of each item is highlighted using the thicker blue curves. Numbers in the
687  color legends are the option indices. The horizontal dashed lines represent 50% probability. The
688 vertical dashed lines represent five quantiles (5%, 25%, 50%, 75%, and 95%).

689  Supplemental Figure 5: Item Characteristic Curves (ICCs) of theremaining UPSIT scents
690 using the Ottawa Trial cohort. In each pandl, the left panels are the ICCs using data of the
691 PD/DLB patients, and the right panels are corresponding to healthy controls. The x-axis is
692 transformed score indices (percentage rank of the SST-ID score) within PD and HC group,
693  respectively. The y-axis is the probability of choosing each option at a particular score index.
694  The correct option of each item is highlighted using the thicker blue curves. Numbers in the
695 color legends are the option indices. The horizontal dashed lines represent 50% probability. The
696 vertical dashed lines represent five quantiles (5%, 25%, 50%, 75%, and 95%).

697 Supplemental Figure 6: Range of performances for UPSIT scents in differentiating
698 PD/DLB from MSA/PSP subjects in the PROBE cohort and AUC values for numerical
699 subsets of odorantsin group classification. Panel (@) illustrates distribution of AUC values of
700  each scent across 10-fold cross-validation using violin plots, with 25%, 50%, and 75% quantile
701 lines. The scents are ordered in descending order of their mean single-scent AUC value. The
702  color of each scent changes gradually from the most to the least discriminative odorant, as
703 indicated by the legend. Panel (b) shows the percentage of subjects correctly identifying each
704  scent within the MSA/PSP and PD/DLB groups, and panel (c) shows the percentage differences
705  between the two groups. Scents in panels (b) and (c) follow the same rank order as in pand (a).
706 In pand (d), the x-axis is the number of scents included for each subset, with individual points
707  representing average AUC values for the validation set across ten CV folds gathered in PROBE.
708  Theblack horizontal, dashed line indicates the corresponding AUC values of the whole test (= 40
709  scents). The red horizontal, dashed line indicates AUC = 0.8 as a predetermined reference line.
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710 SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

711  Supplemental Table 1: STARD checklist.

Section & Topic No

Item

TITLEOR
ABSTRACT

‘ Reported on page #

as a study of diagnostic accuracy using at least one measure
1 : of accuracy
i (such as sensitivity, specificity, predictive values, or AUC)

,&r@mﬁ%{?rmt doiz https:/fdoi.org/10.1101/2024.08.09.24311696; this version posted August 9; 2024 The copyrlght holder for thl‘S"pre'prmt """""
not.certified by peer review). is the author/funder, who has.granted medRXxiv.a. Ilcense to.display.the preprint.in.perpetuity...........

Structured isumadar y\filstldyuddsign, GaeBiddsOrieseltsa timdat dnehustons

§P1

: ¢ (for sp , see STARD for Abstracts)
INTRODUCTION :
3 Scientific and clinical background, including the intended use and clinical Research in context: P4-5
role of the index test ¢ Introduction: P6-7
4
METHODS : :
_ ¢ Whether data collection was planned before the index test and reference
Study design 5 i p7
¢ standard were performed (prospectlve study) or arter (retrospectlve study)
Participants “6  Eligibility criteria © P7, Supplemental methods: P2
: Onwhat basis potentially eligible participants were identified
7 . . - . P7, Supplemental methods: P2
: . (such as symptoms, results from previous tests, inclusion in registry)
8 : Where and when potentially eligible participants were identified (setting, ~ : ool i3l methods: P2
 location and dates) - Suppiemen methods:
i9 - P7, Supplemental methods: P2
: Description of SST and UPSIT:
Test methods : 10a - Index test, in sufficient detail to alow replication : P8
= Theabbreviated smell test: P13
: 10b : Reference standard, in sufficient detail to allow replication : Supplemental methods: P2
1 _
12a - Definition of and rationale for test positivity cut-offs or result categories Po
¢ of the index test, distinguishing pre-specified from exploratory
Definition of and rationale for test positivity cut-offs or result categories  § .
120 of the reference standard, distinguishing pre-specified from exploratory Supplemental methods: P2
133 Whether clinical information and reference standard results were available p7
- tothe performers/readers of the index test
13b Whether clinical information and index test results were available b7
: ¢ to the assessors of the reference standard :
Analysis 14 Methods for estimating or comparing measures of diagnostic accuracy - P8-10
: 15 £ How indeterminate index test or reference standard results were handled Supplemental methods: P2
16 How missing data on the index test and reference standard were handled Index test: PB. No missing data
: i _Onthereference standard.
¢ Any analyses of variability in diagnostic accuracy, distinguishing pre-
217 - : P9
: specified from exploratory
18 Intended sample size and how it was determined pP7
RESULTS
Participants : 19 . Flow of participants, using a diagram . P7, Supplemental methods: P2
- 20 - Baseline demographic and clinical characteristics of participants - Tablel
: 21a : Distribution of severity of disease in those with the target condition P7,Tablel
- 21b - Distribution of alternative diagnoses in those without the target condition - Table1
¢ Timeinterval and any clinical interventions between index test and
122 : PY, Supplemental methods: P2
H : reference standard :
H _ _ S Figure2;
Test results 23 Crosstabulation of the index test results (or their distribution) Supplemental Figure 1;
- by the results of the reference standard - Tables1, 2, 4;
: : P10-11,P1314
FlgureSZ 6;
Estimates of diagnostic accuracy and their precision (such as 95% Supplemental Figures 1, 6;
24 . . , 6,
confidence intervals) Tables 2, 4;
(P10-11,P1334
i The smell tests are non-
25 i Any adverse events from performing the index test or the reference ! invasive and there was no
: standard : adverse event from performing
i : them. P16
DISCUSSION :
Study limitations, including sources of potential bias, statistical
26 . S P17-18
- uncertainty, and generalisability :
7 Implications for practice, including the intended use and clinical role of the

index test
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OTHER
INFORMATION

i 28
129 protocol can be accessed . Supplemental methods: P2
- 30 Sourcesof funding and other support; role of funders - P4, P19
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3
—~ @
. . : . . =2
712  Supplemental Table 2: Comparison of cohortsand methods of this study and eight published studies. gg
=
UPSIT SST-ID 23
This study Bohnen et al. Hawkeset al. Joseph et al B Morley et al. This study Boesveldt et al. Cagenset al. Ei Loetal® Mahlknecht et al.
Study cohorts 25
Discovery =3 8’
B8
Michael J. g
Crescenz VA _22
Cohort . University of . Medical Center in ) mo5 : Innsbruck and
name/location Ottawa Trial Pittsburgh Ipswich PREDICT-PD Philadelphia and DeNoPa VUMC,; LUMC ParkCHIP §§§)xford Discovery Bruneck
the University of § o3
Pennsylvania S
529
PD 70 (37.2)** 27 (50)* 96 (50)* 40 (4.3 314 (50)* 129 (54.2)*7 404 (72.9) 148 (50)* g _;:: § 890 (74) 134 (28.5)
Male 41 (59)* 20 (74.1)* 49 (51) 30 (75) 261 (83)* 84 (65)* 253 (62.6)" 78(527) ==& 569 (64) 84 (62.7)"
SO
Q.
Agein years 68 (60, 74) 60 (11.2)° 57 (27-81)* 63.8 (9.6)° 67.4 (10.0)° 66 (58, 72)° 61.5 (40-90)* 67(14° 82 2 665 (9.6)° 68.0 (8.8)°
{o2]
. . @ s>
PD duration in 7(3, 11y 25(2.7)° unknown unknown unknown 1.2(0.75, 2 0-44° na Q33 12(09)° 6.2 (4.8)°
years o=
QD
HC 118 (62.8)* 27 (50)* 96 (50)* 891 (95.7)* 314 (50)* 109 (45.8)* 150 (27.1)* 148 (50" 122 313(20)° 336 (71.5)*
Male 44 (37) 20 (74.1) 39 (40.6)* 343 (38.5)! 261 (83)* 67 (61)* 87 (58)* 81 (547" 2 §, S 165(53)" 156 (46.4)*
ST
=
Agein years 68 (58, 73)° 60 (7)° 41.7 (18-78)* 67.3 (4.8)° 67.4 (10.0) 65 (60, 70)° 59.2 (45-78)* 62 (16)? % g% 64.4 (9.8)° 68.8 (8.3)°
52y
o UCL: DeNoPa at 48 s RE VUMC; LUMC:
PROBE: D 0 PD=167,HC= months =3 PD = 400, HC =
Semi-)External i ' 130 PD=114, HC=101 & = «lracking cohort: 150
——= PD =102, n.a na have completed . na n.a o3 : !
Validation HC = 54 UPSIT in onl Barts: DeNoPaat 72 ® > N 452 Vienna:
- or 3 y PD = 176, HC = months: ® R PD =112, HC =
year 3. 177 PD=91, HC=93 ° 120
==
£
Methods 28
5=
3a _
© Rlata balance with
Internal validation 10-fold cross- na na na na 10-fold cross- na 10-fold cross- 8; 3 leave-one-out na
validation ) ) ’ ) validation ’ validation =) ﬁcross-validation )
53 (LOOCV)
28
o
T n
£3
<3g
S
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3
=3
40 scents were P
ranked using 5 52
methods and only o
the top-12 of each @ g
ranking were Sa
reported: 32
1) the absolute =3
difference in 27
percentage of PD oo .
Difference of Difference of Difference of and control Difference of s 2 ILl—_reguIarlzed_
AUC values of percentages percentages percentages subjects AUC values of percentages @< Random forest .OgIStIC regression
. each questionin  responding responding responding answering each questionin  responding Rgndom foresF = 5 with predictor implementing the
Ranking scents distinquishi ; ; ; : S AR ; with permutation_ 2 ; . . |east absolute
istinguishing correctly in each correctly in each correctly in each incorrectly distinguishing PD  correctly in each accurac == Amportance (Gini hrinkage and
PD/DLB fromHC  group (%HC - group (%HC - group (%oHC - (Difference), 2) fromHC group (%HC - y g = gdiversity index) g
%PD) %PD) 9%6PD) odds ratio, 3) 9%6PD) EEaS selection operator
o SN (the LASSO)
discriminant R
function analysis 528
(Discriminant),4) 83 3
logistic regression o3
(Regression), 5) a s55¢
weighted average geg
combining the L <R
first four methods Q3 s
(Combined). Wy <
%]
Values are’n (%), >median (Inter-quartile range (IQR)), *mean (standard deviation (SD)), “mean (range), *range, gg )
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714  Supplemental Table 3: Relationship between the whole SST-1D scor e (DeNoPa) and the

715 whole UPSIT score (Ottawa Trial and PROBE) with age, sex, and diagnostic groups.

DeNoPa Ottawa Trial PROBE

Variable Beta  95% CI* p-value| Beta  95% CI' p-value| Beta  95% CI*  p-value
Age -005 -0.09,-001 0022 | -022 -0.31,-014 <0.001 | -021 -0.31,-0.12 <0.001
Sex

Female — — — — — —

Male -066  -14,006 0073 | -29 -46,-12  <0.001 | -19 -3.9,0.07 0.06
Group

HC — — — — — —

PD/DLB -5 -5.7,-43 <0001 | -13 -14,-11  <0.001 | -13 -15,-11  <0.001

MSA/PSP | -1.4 -3.3,0.51 0.2 -1.8 -6.5,2.9 0.5 -6.4 -9.2,-37  <0.001

1 Cl = Confidence Interval
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Figure 1: Machine learning workflow for developing and validating an abbreviated smell test.
Details of the workflow are as indicated and described in Methods and Result sections of the main
text. SST-ID = Sniffin> Sticks Identification test. UPSIT = University of Pennsylvania Smell
Identification Test. DeNoPa = De Novo Parkinson Study. PROBE = Prognostic Biomarkers in
Parkinson Disease. HC = healthy control. PD = Parkinson disease. DLB = dementia with Lewy
bodies. MSA = multiple system atrophy. PSP = progressive supranuclear palsy. ROC = receiver
operating characteristic. AUC = area under the ROC curve.
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Figure 2: Distribution of olfaction scores using two established tests for different diagnostic
groups with parkinsonism in three cohorts.
For figure caption, see the next slide.
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Figure 2: Distribution of olfaction scores using two established tests for different diagnostic
groups with parkinsonism in three cohorts.

Cummings estimation plots (a-d) were used to illustrate and compare smell test score distributions
in each diagnostic group: (a) for UPSIT in the Ottawa Trial cohort, (b) for UPSIT in the PROBE
cohort, (c) for SST-ID in the DeNoPa cohort, (d) UPSIT and SST-ID scores were transformed to
percentiles based on age- and sex-adjusted norms in the combined cohorts. Each data point in the
upper panels represents the score of one participant, and colors represent different groups and
diagnosis, as shown in legends. The vertical lines in the upper panels represent the conventional
mean + standard deviation error bars. The lower panels show the mean group difference (the effect
size) and its 95% confidence interval (CI) estimated by bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap,
using healthy controls as the reference group. Panels in (e) show ROC curves and AUC values
with 95% confidence interval (CI) for smell tests in each cohort (indicated by different colors;
individual scores shown in a-d) to distinguish PD/DLB versus HC groups (left) and PD/DLB
versus MSA/PSP groups (right). Abbreviations as in Figure 1.
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Figure 3: Individual scent performances in differentiating PD/DLB from HC groups.

SST-ID scents are shown using baseline DeNoPa data (a, b) and UPSIT scents for the Ottawa Trial
cohort (c, d). Panels (a) and (c) illustrate distribution of AUC values of each scent across 10-fold
cross-validation using violin plots, with 25%, 50%, and 75% quantile lines. The scents are ordered in
descending order of their mean single-scent AUC value; the color of each scent changes gradually
from the most to the least discriminative value, as indicated by the legend. Scents shared by both tests
are highlighted by bold italic font. Panels (b) and (d) show the percentage of subjects correctly
identifying each scent within both groups in each corresponding cohort. Abbreviations as in Figure 1.
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Figure 4: Comparison of scent rankings in this study versus previously published ones.

Panels (a) and (b) show scent rankings of SST-ID and UPSIT, respectively. “This study” columns show scent rankings from
Figure 3, and the neighboring columns show corresponding rankings from other studies, as indicated at the x-axis. The
“Average” column of each panel shows the scent ranking generated by averaging results from 5 separate rankings. Each scent
is represented using the format “index-scent” in the “Average” ranking, and as index only in others. The lines track how each
scent’s rank changes from study to study. Color of each scent changes gradually from the most to the least discriminative
odorant defined by “Average”. Based on these, 7 best-performing scents in SST-ID (a) and 12 best-performing scents in
UPSIT (b) are tracked by solid lines. Note, rankings by Mahlknecht et al. and Morley et al. included only the top 12 scents.
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Influence of distractors in multiple-choice smell tests for five shared scents selected.
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Figure 5: Influence of distractors in multiple-choice smell tests for five shared scents selected.
Panels with odd numbers show the Item Characteristic Curves (ICCs) of five SST-ID scents: mint,
licorice, banana, orange, and lemon. Panels with even numbers show ICCs of the corresponding
UPSIT scents. In each figure, panels on the left show data for PD/DLB patients, panels on the right
for healthy controls. The x-axis reveals transformed score indices (percentage rank of the
respective scores) within the corresponding group. The y-axis shows the probability of choosing
each option at a particular score index. The correct option of each item is highlighted using thicker,
blue curves. Numbers in the color legends represent option indices. The horizontal dashed lines
represent 50% probability. The vertical dashed lines represent five quantiles (5%, 25%, 50%, 75%,
and 95%).
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Internal validation: DeNoPa baseline with 10-fold CV Semi-external validation: DeNoPa 48-month follow-up Semi-external validation: DeNoPa 72-month follow-up
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Figure 6: Exploration of smaller subsets of scents tested vs. accuracy in group classification of
PD/DLB vs HC.

The x-axis shows the number of individual scents used for each subset examined; colors represent
different scent rankings from separate studies, as indicated by the legends (see also Figure 4 and Table
3). ‘Shared’ denotes scents used in both UPSIT and SST-1D; Average, all studies combined; This study,
rankings derived using baseline DeNoPa and Ottawa Trail data. Individual points shown in panels (a)
and (d) represent internal validation results, averaging across 10 folds. In panels (b), (c) and (e), each
point represents the AUC value of the corresponding subset using (semi-)external validation sets. The
black horizontal, dashed lines indicate AUC values of the corresponding test when viewed in its
entirety. Red horizontal, dashed lines indicate AUC = 0.9 as a predetermined reference line.
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Figure 7: Relationships between scent identification performance, diagnosis, sex and age.
Panel (a) shows the percentage of persons that correctly identified each scent within the healthy
control (HC) group (indicated by light blue region) and the PD/DLB group (indicated by pink
region) in the corresponding cohorts, separated by sex (bar color). Panels in (b) show the
relationship between age (x-axis), diagnostic group (HC in blue; vs PD/DLB in red) and the
percentage of correctly identified scents (y-axis) for each odorant tested (columns) within each
cohort (row), as indicated on the right.
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