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Table 2—Contingent screening performance with a bower risk cut-off of 1 in 2000 for the Ist-trimester test compared with routine

wse of the Integrated test for an overall detection rate of 90% (firs-trimester markers measured at 11 completed weeks)

1" Trimester test

% that proceed

1o Integrated test

FFR DR Down Owerall Integrated test risk  Overall

%) (%) Risk cut-off Unaffected  syndrome  FPR (%) cut-off OAPR

Integrated 1ea
6 markers* — — — — — 215 lin 198 1:11
7 markers® 10 1in 193 1:10
Contingent 005 44 lin6 22 52 229 1in 227 111
Sercening (Combined 0.1 51 lind 22 45 219 1in 226 1:11
test in Ist trimester) 0.5 66 1in 30 21 30 242 1in 217 112
1.0 72 1 in 58 21 3 162 lin 203 1:13
20 ] Lin 114 20 17 il lLin 173 1:15
30 82 1in 175 19 14 374 Lin 143 1:18
40 B4 1 in 237 13 1 447 lin 113 1:22
50 86 1 in 307 17 0 507 1in 85 1:26

DR = detection ratc: FPR = false-positive rate: OAPR = odds of being affected given a positive result
* With free §-hCG in 2nd trimester caly.
*With free f#-hCG in |5t and 2nd trimesicr.
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Table 1 juential ing perfi pared with routine use of the Integrated test for a 90% overall detection rate
(first-trimester markers measured at 11 completed weeks)

Ist trimester test

% that proceed
o integrated test

FPR DR Down  Overall FPR  Integrated test Owerall

dal s SWasl A 5l i ol MISS 55050 5 oel by

Loyt DR bl o s SIL 2 os) ) S 5
6)‘3)\.3\"/"' )JMid—term Q)}»ﬁ@é}\))l{))
5550 YT Ll oS ol ol a8 (ilad 4 538 SO

a0 )3T

OY | lsickyfpatniinl |01

(%) (%) Risk cut-off Unaffected syndrome (%) risk cut-off  OAPR
Integrated test for all women —_ - —_ —_ _ —_ — —_
6 markers® 215 1in 198 1:11
7 markers" - = — — — 210 lin 193 110
Sequential
Screening (Combined test in Ist trimester) 005 44 lin6 99.95 56 211 1in 192 1: 10
ol 51 1liin9 99.9 49 212 1in 191 1:10
05 66 1in 30 9.5 M 225 lin 184 1:11
| B ) 1in 58 9.0 28 246 1in 169 1:12
0 M lin 114 98.0 21 29 lin 144 1:15
in 82 1in 175 97.0 18 3.65 lin 119 I:18
40 84 1in237 96.0 6 442 1in 96 1:22
50 86 1in307 95.0 14 523 lin 72 1:26

DR = detection rate; FPR = false-positive rate; OAPR = odds of being affected given a positive result.

*With free -0CG in 2nd trimester only.
b With free A-hCG in Ist and 2nd trimesters.
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