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Abstract
Background: Acute aortic syndrome is a life-threatening condition that requires urgent diagnosis with computed 
tomographic angiography. Diagnostic technologies, including clinical scores and biomarkers, can be used to select 
patients presenting with potential symptoms of acute aortic syndrome for computed tomographic angiography.
Objectives: We aimed to estimate the accuracy of clinical scores and biomarkers for diagnosing acute aortic 
syndrome, the cost-effectiveness of alternative diagnostic strategies and the expected value of future research.
Methods: We searched online databases from inception to February 2024, reference lists of included studies and 
existing systematic reviews. We included cohort studies evaluating the accuracy of clinical scores or biomarkers for 
diagnosing acute aortic syndrome compared with a reference standard. Two authors independently selected and 
extracted data. Risk of bias was appraised using the quality assessment of diagnostic accuracy studies-2 tool. Data 
were synthesised using either a multinomial or a bivariate normal meta-analysis model.
We developed a decision-analytic model to simulate the management of a hypothetical cohort of patients attending 
hospital with possible acute aortic syndrome. We modelled diagnostic strategies that used the Aortic Dissection 
Detection Risk Score and D-dimer to select patients for computed tomographic angiography. We used estimates 
from our meta-analysis, existing literature and clinical experts to model the consequences of diagnostic strategies 
upon survival, health utility and healthcare costs. We estimated the incremental cost per quality-adjusted life-year 
gained by each strategy compared to the next most effective alternative on the efficiency frontier, and the expected 
value of perfect information.
Results: Primary meta-analysis included 12 studies of Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score alone, 6 studies of 
Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score with D-dimer and 18 studies of D-dimer using the 500 ng/ml threshold. 
Sensitivities and specificities (95% credible intervals) were: Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 0 94.6% (90% 
to 97.5%) and 34.7% (20.7% to 51.2%), Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 1 43.4% (31.2% to 57.1%) and 
89.3% (80.4% to 94.8%); Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 0 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 99.8% (98.7% to 100%) 
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and 21.8% (12.1% to 32.6%); Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 98.3% (94.9% to 
99.5%) and 51.4% (38.7% to 64.1%); Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 1 or Aortic Dissection Detection Risk 
Score = 1 with D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 93.1% (87.1% to 96.3%) and 67.1% (54.4% to 77.7%); and D-dimer alone 96.5% 
(94.8% to 98%) and 56.2% (48.3% to 63.9%). We identified 11 cohort studies of other biomarkers, but accuracy 
estimates were limited and inconsistent.
Decision-analytic modelling showed that applying diagnostic strategies to an unselected population (acute aortic 
syndrome prevalence 0.26%) resulted in high rates of computed tomographic angiography, and only the strategy 
selecting patients with Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 1 for computed tomographic angiography was cost-
effective. If clinicians can select a population for investigation with higher acute aortic syndrome prevalence (0.61%), 
then using a strategy of Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 1 or Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score = 1 
with D-dimer > 500 ng/ml or a strategy of Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml to 
select patients for computed tomographic angiography is cost-effective and deliverable. At a threshold of £20,000/
quality-adjusted life-year, population expected value of perfect information was around £17.75M.
Limitations: Studies included in the meta-analysis showed substantial heterogeneity in estimates of specificity. In 
the modelling, there was substantial uncertainty around what constitutes suspected acute aortic syndrome and the 
effect of delayed diagnosis.
Conclusions: The Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score and D-dimer provide useful diagnostic information and 
may offer cost-effective strategies for selecting patients for computed tomographic angiography, but their role 
depends upon how clinicians identify suspected acute aortic syndrome.
Future work: Primary research is required to compare different combinations of Aortic Dissection Detection 
Risk Score with D-dimer in practice, explore how suspected acute aortic syndrome is identified and evaluate 
alternative biomarkers.
Funding: This synopsis presents independent research funded by the National Institute for Health and Care Research 
(NIHR) Health Technology Assessment programme as award number NIHR151853.
A plain language summary of this synopsis is available on the NIHR Journals Library Website https://doi.org/10.3310/
GGOP6363.

Introduction

Some of the text in this article has been reproduced from 
Essat et al.,1 Ren et al.,2 Thokala et al.3 and Wren et al.4 

These are Open Access articles distributed in accordance 
with the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC 
BY 4.0) licence, which permits others to distribute, remix, 
adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, 
provided the original work is properly cited. See: https://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The text below 
includes minor additions and formatting changes to the 
original text.

Rationale for research and background
Acute aortic syndrome (AAS) is a life-threatening 
emergency condition affecting the thoracic aorta. The 
‘syndrome’ is an umbrella term for acute aortic dissection 
(including type A, involving the ascending aorta; and type 
B, limited to the descending aorta), intramural haematoma 
and penetrating ulcer. Without treatment, AAS can 
progress to aortic rupture, with rapid deterioration 
and death.

Chest pain is the most common presenting symptom of 
AAS (80%), although back pain (40%) and abdominal 
pain often occur.5 These symptoms account for over 2 
million emergency department (ED) attendances per year 
in England6 and are overwhelmingly due to causes other 

than AAS. The incidence of AAS has been estimated as 
one in every 980 ED attendances with atraumatic chest 
pain,7 thus creating a substantial diagnostic challenge.

Computed tomographic angiography (CTA) scanning of 
the aorta has high sensitivity and specificity for diagnosing 
AAS but incurs significant costs and risks of ionising 
radiation. Clinicians therefore need to use CTA selectively 
in patients presenting to the ED with symptoms that could 
be due to AAS. Imaging techniques other than CTA, such 
as electrocardiogram (ECG)-gated CTA, echocardiography 
and magnetic resonance angiography, can accurately 
diagnose AAS,8 but these also require careful patient 
selection. Our analysis focuses on CTA as the imaging 
modality recommended in UK and international 
guidelines.5,9–11

Patients with successful treatment for AAS can have good 
life expectancy and return to full health, while misdiagnosis 
can lead to avoidable death. Around 25% of patients with 
AAS are not diagnosed with the condition until 24 hours 
after presenting to the ED,12 and the misdiagnosis rate 
during the initial ED visit for AAS is estimated to be as 
high as 38%.13 Optimal patient selection for urgent CTA 
is challenging with misdiagnosis affecting between one in 
three and one in seven patients with AAS,14,15 leading to 

worse outcomes, while CTA overtesting leads to diagnostic 
yields of 2–3%.12,16

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
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Clinical scores and biomarkers can be used to select 
patients with suspected AAS for CTA. The Aortic 
Dissection Detection Risk Score (ADD-RS) uses 
information on high-risk conditions (such as Marfan 
syndrome or known aortic disease), pain features (abrupt 
onset, severe intensity or ripping/tearing) or examination 
features (perfusion deficit, new aortic insufficiency 
murmur or hypotension/shock) to identify patients at 
risk of AAS.17 The Canadian clinical practice guideline 
uses a clinical decision aid to stratify patients into low, 
moderate and high risk of AAS.9 The AORTA score uses 
six clinical features to stratify patients to low or high 
risk.18 D-dimer is the most extensively studied biomarker 
for AAS.19 A low D-dimer level in a patient with a low 
clinical probability of AAS could rule out AAS.20

Current guidelines reflect the uncertainty in the existing 
evidence.10 Canadian Heart Association, American Heart 
Association (AHA) and European Society of Cardiology 
(ESC) guidelines all recommend estimating clinical 
probability of AAS, but there are inconsistencies in the 
clinical features used. All recommend CTA for high-risk 
patients but provide different recommendations for low- 
and intermediate-risk patients. The Canadian guidelines 
recommend D-dimer for intermediate-risk patients,9 ESC 
guidelines recommend D-dimer for low-risk patients5 and 

AHA guidelines do not identify a role for D-dimer.21 Best 
Practice Guidance from the Royal College of Emergency 
Medicine (RCEM) and Royal College of Radiologists 
(RCR) recommend CTA if any high-risk clinical features 
are present and further research to determine the role of 
D-dimer in suspected AAS.11

Objectives
We aimed to identify an optimal diagnostic strategy 
for suspected AAS and measure the expected value of 
information from future primary research. Our specific 
objectives were:

1. To estimate the accuracy of clinical scores, models 
or algorithms, and/or biomarkers (including D-dimer) 
for diagnosing AAS.

2. To estimate the effectiveness [in terms of 
quality- adjusted life-year (QALY) gained], cost- 
effectiveness (in terms of net benefit and incremen-
tal cost per QALY gained) and practical implications  
(in terms of the burden of radiological investiga-
tions) of using alternative diagnostic strategies  
for AAS.

3. To estimate the expected value of perfect infor-
mation (EVPI) to highlight the amount healthcare 
 decision-makers could spend on future primary 
research to reduce the uncertainty in diagnostic 
strategies for AAS.

Methods for data collection and analysis
We undertook a systematic review, meta-analysis, 
decision analysis modelling and value of information 
analysis. The systematic review identified studies of index 
tests evaluating the accuracy of clinical scores, models, 
algorithms or biomarkers for a reference standard diagnosis 
of AAS in patients attending the ED with symptoms 
suggesting AAS (new-onset chest, back, or abdominal 
pain, syncope or symptoms related to perfusion deficit). 
Meta-analysis was used to generate summary estimates of 
accuracy for AAS for index tests evaluated with sufficient 
data of acceptable quality. We then developed a decision-
analytic model to estimate the cost-effectiveness and 
practical implications of using alternative diagnostic 
strategies based on index tests identified in the systematic 
review to select patients with suspected AAS for CTA. 
The model was also used to estimate the EVPI associated 
with future research into diagnostic strategies for 
suspected AAS.

Full details of our methods and findings have been 
published.1–4 This synopsis provides an overview of the 
methods and results.

Systematic review and meta-analysis
We undertook a systematic review to identify studies 
estimating the diagnostic accuracy of clinical scores 
and biomarkers for detecting AAS. The systematic 
review was undertaken in accordance with the general 
principles recommended in the Preferred Reporting Items 
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
statement,22 the guidelines published by Cochrane 
Screening and Diagnostic Test Methods Group23 and was 
prospectively registered on the International Prospective 
Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO) database 
(CRD42022252121).

We identified potentially relevant studies through 
electronic searches of key electronic databases, including 
MEDLINE (OvidSP from 1946), EMBASE (OvidSP from 
1974) and the Cochrane Library (www.cochranelibrary.
com). All database searches were conducted from 
inception to February 2024. Searches were supplemented 
by hand-searching the reference lists of all relevant studies 
(including existing systematic reviews), forward citation 
searching of relevant articles, contacting key experts in 
the field (including professional and academic research 
groups) and undertaking targeted searches of the World 
Wide Web using the Google (Google Inc., Mountain View, 
CA, USA) search engine. No date or language restrictions 
were applied on any database.

We included all cohort studies that evaluated the 
diagnostic accuracy of clinical scores (including models 

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
www.cochranelibrary.com
www.cochranelibrary.com
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and algorithms), and biomarkers against a reference 
standard for AAS in a population with suspected AAS. 
The reference standard used a definitive imaging modality 
(CTA, ECG-gated CTA, echocardiography or magnetic 
resonance angiography), operation or autopsy to confirm 
AAS. Studies including people with AAS following major 
trauma or as incidental findings were excluded. Studies 
using a case-control design (i.e. studies in which patients 
were selected on the basis of the results of their reference 
standard test) were also excluded due to the potential for 
design-related bias which tend to lead to overestimation 
of diagnostic accuracy24,25 and are not generally 
representative of a test’s accuracy in a clinical setting24,25 

(a post hoc change – for further details, see Changes from 

the proposed project).

Potentially relevant articles were selected using a two-step 
process. (1) One reviewer examined all titles and excluded 
any citations that clearly did not meet the inclusion criteria 
(i.e. non-human, unrelated to AAS). (2) All abstracts and 
full-text articles were then examined independently by 
a minimum of two reviewers. Any disagreements in the 
selection process were resolved through discussion or, 
if necessary, arbitration by a third reviewer and included 
by consensus. Data were extracted by one reviewer and 
independently checked for accuracy by a second. Where 
we identified multiple publications of the same study, we 
extracted and reported data as a single study, seeking 
clarification from the study authors where appropriate. 
We assessed the methodological quality of each included 
study using the quality assessment of diagnostic accuracy 
studies-2 (QUADAS-2) tool.26

We planned to undertake meta-analysis of studies 
evaluating the diagnostic accuracy of clinical scores 
and biomarkers (e.g. the ADD-RS alone, D-dimer alone 
and the ADD-RS in combination with D-dimer) and 
to present descriptive results for any index tests with 
insufficient data for meta-analysis. In each meta-analysis 
of tests using a single threshold, the diagnostic test data 
were analysed using a bivariate hierarchical model,27 

where, at a lower level, sensitivities and specificities of 
each study are modelled using binomial distributions 
and, at a higher level, logit-transformed sensitivities and 
specificities are modelled using a normal distribution to 
allow for possible (negative) correlation, as suggested 
in Deeks et al.23 For multiple threshold, we estimated 
the accuracy of the ADD-RS at thresholds of > 0 point 
and > 1 point using a multinomial meta-analysis model 
of Jones et al.28 As heterogeneity between studies 
was generally expected in studies of diagnostic test 

accuracy, a random-effects model was used to allow 
for the heterogeneity beyond chance between studies. 
Model descriptions and prior specifications can be 
found in Appendix 1.

All the analyses were conducted using a Bayesian 
framework via Markov chain Monte Carlo simulation and 
implemented in the R software (R Foundation, Vienna, 
Austria) environment using JAGs and rjags package.29 

Different options of prior distributions were explored. 
Convergence to the target posterior distributions was 
assessed using the Gelman–Rubin convergence statistic.30 

A total of 1,000,000 iterations with a burn-in of 100,000 
and thinning of 10 were used to estimate the model 
parameters. Results were presented as forest plots and 
receiver operating characteristic (ROC) plots of sensitivity 
versus 1 – specificity. Estimates of sensitivity and 
specificity with 95% credible intervals (CrIs, also known 
as Bayesian confidence intervals) were plotted individually 
against each threshold to illustrate the variations among 
the synthesised studies. Ninety-five per cent prediction 
intervals (PrIs) were also reported, illustrating the 
between-study heterogeneity and a range of values that 
might be expected in a future study.

We estimated the accuracy of D-dimer at the 500 ng/ml 
threshold, where this was reported. We also undertook a 
sensitivity analysis of D-dimer that also included studies 
that did not report the 500 ng/ml threshold, using the 
threshold reported in the study that was closest to 500 
ng/ml. Moreover, we identified six studies18,31–35 that 

reported the accuracy of the ADD-RS and D-dimer. We 
contacted the authors who agreed to share data to allow 
analysis of multiple alternative combinations of ADD-RS 
with D-dimer. We selected combinations for analysis that 
have previously been reported as potential strategies 
for selecting patients with suspected AAS for computed 
tomography (CT) scanning. This resulted in the analysis of 
the following index tests: ADD-RS > 0; ADD-RS > 1; ADD-
RS > 0 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml; ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer 
> 500 ng/ml; and a strategy combining the ADD-RS 
with D-dimer based on the Canadian guideline (ADD-RS 
> 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer > 500 ng/ml). We also 
performed sensitivity analysis for ADD-RS > 0 and ADD-
RS > 1 limited to studies that also evaluated D-dimer to 
assess the impact of study selection.

We were unable to perform meta-analysis of biomarkers 
other than D-dimer due to the limited number of studies 
per biomarker and variable reporting of items. As a result, 
a narrative synthesis approach was undertaken, with data 
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being summarised in tables with accompanying narrative 
summaries that included a description of the included 
variables, statistical methods and performance measures 
(e.g. sensitivity, specificity).36,37

Decision-analytic modelling
We developed a decision analysis model in Microsoft 
Excel® (Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, WA, USA) that 
applied diagnostic strategies to a hypothetical population 
of 1000 patients attending hospital with symptoms 
suggesting AAS. Cost-effectiveness of the diagnostic 
strategies, measured as the incremental cost per QALY 
gained by each strategy compared with the next most 
effective alternative, was estimated using a lifetime 
horizon and NHS healthcare perspective. Probabilistic 
analysis incorporated uncertainty in the parameter 
estimates to provide more robust estimates of the mean 
costs and QALYs.

The structure of the model is shown in Figure 1. Each 

diagnostic strategy is applied to the patient cohort to 
determine the proportions classified as true positive (TP), 
false positive (FP), true negative (TN) or false negative (FN), 
depending upon the prevalence of AAS and sensitivity or 
specificity of the diagnostic strategy. We assume that true 
and FNs would not receive further testing for AAS, while 
true and FPs would receive confirmatory testing using 
CTA as the reference standard for AAS (with TPs receiving 
treatment for AAS).

Tables 1 and 2 show the parameters used in the model. 
The prevalence of AAS was estimated from the Diagnosis 
of Acute Aortic Syndrome in the Emergency Department 
(DAShED) study,33 and the mean age of the patients, the 
proportion of type A and type B AAS and the proportion 
of males were estimated from the International Registry 
of Acute Aortic Dissection (IRAD).38 We assume that 
the population excludes patients whose frailty and/or 
comorbidities preclude surgery or thoracic endovascular 
aortic repair (TEVAR), because this would substantially 
increase the complexity of the model and reduce 
applicability to the population most likely to benefit 
from investigation for AAS. The base-case analysis used 
the estimate of AAS prevalence from the total DAShED 
population presenting with any possible symptoms of 
AAS (0.26%). Secondary analyses used AAS prevalence 
estimates for populations in the DAShED study selected 
on the basis of clinician estimates of AAS likelihood being 
greater than zero, > 1/10 and > 2/10 (0.61%, 1.0% and 
1.74%, respectively) and the population in the DAShED 
study who received CTA (2.95%). The QALYs for those 
without AAS are estimated based on life expectancy of 
general population from the Office of National Statistics, 
and the general population utilities estimated from Ara 
et al.49

We evaluated strategies that use ADD-RS and/or 
D-dimer to select patients for CTA, including strategies 
recommended in guidelines. Current UK guidance 

Diagnostic strategy

indicates for

CTA testing
Confirmatory CTA

Patients with

suspected AAS

No AAS

(i.e. correctly

discharged)

No AAS

(i.e. incorrectly

indicated for CTA)

AAS present

(i.e. incorrectly

discharged)

Diagnostic strategy

does not indicate

for CTA testing

Delayed

treatment for AAS

AAS present

(i.e. correctly

indicated for CTA)

Appropriate and timely

treatment for AAS

FIGURE 1 Structure of the decision-analytic model. Reproduced from Thokala et al.3 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance 
with the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon 
this work, for commercial use, provided the original work is properly cited. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The figure 
includes minor additions and formatting changes to the original text.
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recommends CTA for any patient who has risk features 
for AAS, which is similar to the ADD-RS > 0 strategy. 
Sensitivity and specificity of the diagnostic strategies were 
estimated by meta-analysis of diagnostic cohort studies. 
We also tested two hypothetical diagnostic strategies 
in the model: no investigation for AAS (0% sensitivity, 
100% specificity) and CTA for all (100% sensitivity, 0% 
specificity). The costs of applying each strategy were 
estimated assuming 2 minutes of consultant time to 
calculate the ADD-RS and a reference cost for D-dimer.

We assumed that the diagnostic strategy only influenced 
outcomes among patients with AAS. Patients with TP type 
A AAS received surgical treatment, with 80% survival at 
2 months estimated from IRAD data,38 while FN patients 
were assumed to die or have delayed treatment, with 50% 
survival at 2 months estimated from studies by Matthews 
et al.39 and Pourafkari et al.40 Patients with TP type B AAS 

received TEVAR (10%) or medical management (90%) 
with overall survival of 87.4% at 2 months estimated from 
IRAD data,38 while FN patients did not benefit from blood 
pressure control, resulting in 74.8% survival at 2 months, 
based on the relative risk for blood pressure control.50 The 

estimated annual mortality risk was 2.5% for type A AAS 
patients,38 5.5% for type B patients managed medically 
and 3.8% for those receiving TEVAR, based on data from 
Sa et al.41

The model included costs of diagnostic strategies, CTA, CT 
for incidental findings, treatment for AAS, costs of death in 
ED and long-term costs associated with AAS management. 
The costs of CTA, open repair and TEVAR were estimated 
from the NHS reference costs,46 while the costs of medical 
management for type B AAS were estimated using expert 
clinical opinion. The annual costs assumed to be the same 
for all AAS survivors.

TABLE 1 Prevalence of AAS and diagnostic accuracy and costs of the strategies tested in the model

Parameter Value Distribution Source

Epidemiology

Prevalence of AAS:

Primary analysis 0.26% Beta (14, 5339) DAShED 
study33

Secondary (AAS likelihood > 0) 0.61%

Secondary (AAS likelihood > 1/10) 1.0%

Secondary (AAS likelihood > 2/10) 1.74%

Secondary (currently receive CTA) 2.95%

Proportion of type A patients 66.67% Beta (2952, 1476) IRAD38

Proportion of type B patients 33.33% Beta (1476, 2952) IRAD38

Proportion male 66.93% Beta (2964, 1464) IRAD38

Diagnostic accuracy and costs of the strategies tested in the modela

Sensitivity Specificity Cost

ADD-RS > 1 41.6 (24.8 to 59.1) 91.7 (81.7 to 97) £3.77

Modified Canadian guidelines (ADD-RS > 1 or if ADD-RS = 1 and 
D-dimer > 500 ng/l)

93.1 (87.1 to 96.3) 67.1 (54.4 to 77.7) £7.69

ADD-RS > 0 95.1 (88.5 to 98.4) 38 (20.1 to 59.1) £3.77

D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 96.4 (94.9 to 97.7) 56.6 (49.5 to 63.4) £7.30

ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 98.3 (94.9 to 99.5) 51.4 (38.7 to 64.1) £10.46

ADD-RS > 0 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 99.8 (98.7 to 100) 21.8 (12.1 to 32.6) £6.54

a Estimated from meta-analysis.
Reproduced from Thokala et al.3 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons 
Attribution (CC BY 4.0) license, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, provided 
the original work is properly cited. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The table includes minor additions and formatting 
changes to the original text.
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TABLE 2 Mortality, cost and utility data used in the model

Parameter Value Distribution Source

Short-term survival of type A patients

Patients identified and treated surgically 80% at 2 months Normal (0.8, 0.08) IRAD38

Misdiagnosed type A patients 50% at 2 months Normal (0.5, 0.05) Matthews et al.39 and 
Pourafkari et al.40

Short-term survival of type B patients

Type B patients identified promptly 87.4% at 2 months Normal (0.87, 0.087) Calculations

Misdiagnosed type B patients 74.8% at 6 months Normal (0.748, 0.0748) Calculations

Annual mortality risk of survivors

Annual mortality risk of type A patients 2.5% Normal (0.025, 0.0025) IRAD38

Annual mortality risk of type B patients managed medically 5.5% Normal (0.055, 0.0055) Sa et al.41

Annual mortality risk of type B patients receiving TEVAR 3.8% Normal (0.038, 0.0038) Sa et al.41

Annual probability of reintervention

Type A patients 0.77% Beta (97, 2413) Isselbacher et al. 201642

Type B patients 1.62% Beta (101, 1211) Isselbacher et al. 201642

Utilities

Type A patients 0.792 Normal (0.792, 0.04) Bojko et al.,43 Ara et al.44

Type B patients medically managed 0.783 Normal (0.783, 0.039) Meccanici et al. 2023,45 
Ara et al.44

Type B patients receiving TEVAR 0.862 Normal (0.862, 0.043) Meccanici et al. 2023,45 
Ara et al.44

Costs

Cost of CTA £154.5 Normal (154.5, 15.45) NHS reference costs46

Cost of CT for incidental findings £117 Normal (117, 11.70) NHS reference costs46

Cost of D-dimer £7.30 Normal (7.30, 0.73) Cost of lab test (£6.79 in 
2020 costs)

Cost of ADD-RS £3.77 Normal (3.77, 0.377) 2 minutes of consultant 
time

Costs of open repair £34,553 Normal (34,553, 3455) NHS reference costs46

Cost of TEVAR £13,973 Normal (13,973, 1397) NHS reference costs46

Costs of medical management for type B patients (first year) £4887.70 Normal (4887.7, 488.70) NHS reference costs46

Annual costs for AAS survivors who received TEVAR or 
medical management

£411.20 Normal (411.2, 41.12) NHS reference costs46

Annual costs of AAS survivors who received open surgery £517.78 Normal (517.78, 51.78) NHS reference costs46

Costs of ED death £885.27 Normal (885.27, 88.52) NHS reference costs46

Cancer due to CTA

Risk of cancer due to CTA 0.15% Normal (0.0015, 
0.00015)

Huang et al.47

Costs of cancera £18,248.57 Normal (18,248.57, 
1824.86)

Goodacre et al.48

QALY loss due to cancera –0.12 –Normal (0.12, 0.006) Goodacre et al.48

a Applied at 12 years, that is, mid-point of life expectancy.
Reproduced from Thokala et al.3 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons 
Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, provided 
the original work is properly cited. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The table includes minor additions and formatting 
changes to the original text.
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In the long term, all survivors had an annual probability of 
reintervention which was estimated based on IRAD data,38 

and it was assumed that all reinterventions are TEVAR. The 
model also included a small risk of cancer associated with 
CTA based on the study by Huang et al.,47 and modelled 
the impact of cancer as one-off lifetime cost and QALY 
loss estimated from Goodacre et al.,48 at the mid-point of 
life expectancy estimated from UK life tables.

The utilities for patients with AAS were sourced from 
studies identified in the recent systematic review by 
Carbone et al.51

Results summary

Systematic review
Figure 2 shows the PRISMA flow chart for the systematic 
review. We screened 2017 titles, 767 abstracts and 
117 full-text articles, and included 39 studies in 
the review: 13 studies of the ADD-RS,18,31–35,52–58 25 

studies of D-dimer,18,31–35,54,59–76 13 studies of other 
biomarkers52,63,68,69,73,76–83 and 3 studies of other clinical 
scores18,33,84 (several studies evaluated more than one 
index test).

Studies of Aortic Dissection Detection Risk Score alone 
and in combination with D-dimer
We included 13 studies18,31–35,52–58 investigating ADD-RS 
alone or ADD-RS in combination with D-dimer. Of these, 
12 studies18,31–33,35,53–58 contributed to the meta-analysis 
for ADD-RS alone (one reported the same data as another 
included study) and 6 studies18,31–35 contributed to the 
meta-analysis for ADD-RS in combination with D-dimer 
(sample size N = 162 to N = 22,075, prevalence of AAS 
0.26–64%). The range of prevalence across the studies 
reflects variation in patient selection. Studies that used 
clinical presentation (e.g. symptoms suggesting AAS) to 
select patients tended to have lower prevalence than 
those that selected patients who received imaging for 
AAS. The methodological quality of the included studies 
was variable, with most studies having low or unclear 
risk of bias and applicability concerns in at least one item 
of the QUADAS-2 tool (see Figure 3). The proportion of 
patients receiving reference standard imaging varied 
between studies.

Figure 4 shows the summary plots for ADD-RS alone in 
panels A and B, and the summary plots for ADD-RS with 
D-dimer in panels C and D. Individual sensitivity and 
specificity from the same study are linked with lines. In 
panels A and C, ROC plots are displayed. In panels B and 
D, pooled sensitivity and specificity, along with the 95% 

CrI and 95% PrI, are plotted. The 95% CrI are marked by 
the shaded areas around the summary estimates, showing 
the range of likely values for average diagnostic accuracy. 
The 95% PrI are marked by the wider and lighter-shaded 
areas around the summary estimates, indicating a range of 
values that might be expected in a future study. Figure 5 

shows the pooled estimates and 95% CrI for each strategy. 
Details on the exploration of different prior distributions 
can be found in Appendix 1.

Table 3 shows the results of meta-analysis, each with a 
95% CrI and PrI. ADD-RS > 0 has high sensitivity and low 
specificity, while ADD-RS > 1 has low sensitivity and high 
specificity. Combinations of ADD-RS with D-dimer provide 
a range of trade-offs between sensitivity and specificity. 
There is a large amount of heterogeneity between studies, 
as illustrated by the wide 95% PrI. A sensitivity analysis 
of ADD-RS > 0 and ADD-RS > 1 limited to the six studies 
that also evaluated D-dimer showed very similar estimates 
to the base-case analysis with 10 studies.

Studies of D-dimer
We included 25 studies of D-dimer18,31–35,54,59–76 (sample 
size N = 41 to N = 1848, prevalence of AAS 0.9% to 
64.8%). The methodological quality of the included 
studies was variable, with most studies having low or 
unclear risk of bias and applicability concerns in at least 
one item of the QUADAS-2 tool (see Figure 6). The 

diagnostic threshold was pre-specified, apart from the 
studies of Fan et al.,62 Peng et al.69 and Zhang et al.,76 

where they were determined from the study data, and 
thus had an uncertain risk of bias in quality assessment. 
A D-dimer threshold of 500 ng/ml was reported in 17 
studies,18,31–35,59,63–68,71–74 and the threshold of 490 ng/
ml reported by Fan et al.62 was considered equivalent to 
500 ng/ml, so 18 studies18,31–35,59,62–68,71–74 were included in 
the base-case analysis and 25 studies18,31–35,54,59–76 in the 

sensitivity analysis.

Figure 7 shows the forest plot and Figure 8 shows the 
summary plot for the 18 studies reporting data for the 
500 ng/ml threshold. Table 4 shows the summary estimates 
for the base-case meta-analysis and the sensitivity analysis. 
The wide PrI, especially for summary specificity, reflects 
substantial heterogeneity in the results from individual 
studies. Specificity varied markedly from 33%63 to 86%.71 

The summary estimates for the sensitivity analysis were 
similar to the base-case analysis, suggesting that inclusion 
of studies with alternative thresholds did not markedly 
change our estimates of accuracy. A non-informative prior 
distribution is used for the analysis. Details on the prior 
specifications can be found in Appendix 1.
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Studies of biomarkers other than D-dimer
We included 13 cohort studies of other biomarkers52, 

63,68,69,73,76–83 (sample size N = 76 to N = 999, prevalence 
of AAS 1–51%). A team of researchers in Italy undertook 
five of the studies, evaluating the following biomarkers in 
consecutive cohorts: matrix metalloproteinases 8 and 9,63 

lactate dehydrogenase,81 white blood cell count, platelet 
count, fibrinogen,79 copeptin80 and soluble suppression 
of tumourigenicity-2 (sST2).78 The other studies were 
undertaken in China (three studies),69,73,76 Germany,83 

Japan82 and Canada,68 evaluating the following biomarkers: 
troponin,68,73 alpha-smooth muscle actin,69 smooth muscle 
myosin heavy chain,69 soluble elastin fragments in serum,69 

polycystin-1,69 acidic and basic calponin at six and 24 hours 
after presentation,82 sST2,73 neutrophil-lymphocyte ratio76 

and leukocyte count.83 The methodological quality of the 
included studies was variable, with most studies having 
unclear or high risk of bias and applicability concerns in at 
least one item of the QUADAS-2 tool.

The area under the receiver operating characteristic 
(AUROC) for the biomarkers was generally modest, with 
sensitivity sufficient to rule out AAS only when a threshold 
was used that resulted in low specificity. The exception 
was the study of Wang et al.,73 reporting 99.1% sensitivity, 
84.9% specificity and AUROC 0.97 for sST2, which 
differed markedly from the findings reported by Morello et 

al.78 for sST2 (sensitivity 58%, specificity 70.8%, AUROC 
0.675). Accuracy improved when the biomarkers were 
combined with D-dimer but was not clearly superior to 
D-dimer alone.

We excluded 38 case-control studies85–122 that evaluated 
a wide variety of biomarkers using a variety of different 
control groups. Only three used control groups consisting 
of patients presenting with suspected AAS.103,104,115 

Case-control studies may identify biomarkers for future 
research but do not provide reliable estimates of accuracy 
to inform clinical practice.24,25

We identified three studies18,33,84 that reported clinical 
scores, models or algorithms other than the ADD-RS. 
Morello et al.18 developed the AORTA score based on 
six clinical features (thoracic aortic aneurysm, severe 
pain, sudden pain, pulse deficit, neurologic deficit, 
hypotension) and reported an area under the curve 
(AUC) of 0.729. McLatchie et al.33 evaluated the AORTA 
score and reported an AUC of 0.689. McLatchie et al.33 

also evaluated the Canadian guidelines (results reported 
above) and the Sheffield score, which was developed 
through clinical expertise (AUC 0.628). Duceau et al.84 

used machine learning to develop an algorithm for pre-
hospital triage of suspected AAS with AUC of 0.73 in a 
validation cohort.

Decision-analytic modelling
Table 5 shows the number of CTA performed and number 
of cases of AAS detected and missed in the base-
case analysis at a typical hospital with 3281 cases of 
possible AAS per year, based on extrapolating from the 
incidence of cases in the DAShED study,33 and across 

the NHS, based on extrapolation from the incidence 
of AAS across the NHS in England and Wales (https://
digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/data-tools-and-
services/data-services/hospital-episode-statistics). The 

low prevalence of AAS in this unselected population 
means that most strategies result in numbers of CTA 
that would markedly exceed current rates of CTA at 
a typical hospital, estimated to be 298 per year by 
extrapolation from the DAShED study. The exceptions 
(no testing, CTA if ADD-RS > 1) resulted in high rates of 
missed AAS.
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FIGURE 3 Quality assessment of diagnostic accuracy studies-2 assessment summary graph for studies of ADD-RS. Reproduced from Ren 
et al.2 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, provided the original work is properly cited. See: 
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TABLE 3 Summary estimates from each analysis of ADD-RS and D-dimer

Strategy Threshold
Number of 
studies

Sensitivity  
(95% CrI)

Specificity  
(95% CrI)

Sensitivity  
(95% PrI)

Specificity  
(95% PrI)

ADD-RS analysis ADD-RS > 0 12 94.6%  
(90 to 97.5)

34.7%  
(20.7 to 51.2)

94.6%  
(72.7 to 99.7)

34.7%  
(3.3 to 86.9)

ADD-RS > 1 12 43.4%  
(31.2 to 57.1)

89.3%  
(80.4 to 94.8)

43.4%  
(9.9 to 83.3)

89.3%  
(41.1 to 99.5)

ADD-RS with 
D-dimer analysis

ADD-RS > 0 or 
D-dimer > 500

6 99.8%  
(98.7 to 100)

21.8%  
(12.1 to 32.6)

99.8%  
(96.1 to 100)

21.8%  
(2.6 to 50.7)

ADD-RS > 1 or 
D-dimer > 500

6 98.3%  
(94.9 to 99.5)

51.4%  
(38.7 to 64.1)

98.3%  
(86.4 to 100)

51.4%  
(18.5 to 83.5)

ADD-RS > 1 or 
ADD-RS = 1 with 
D-dimer > 500

6 93.1%  
(87.1 to 96.3)

67.1%  
(54.4 to 77.7)

93.1%  
(74.1 to 98.3)

67.1%  
(33.4 to 89.3)

ADD-RS 
sensitivity 
analysis

ADD-RS > 0 6 95.1%  
(88.5 to 98.4)

38%  
(20.1 to 59.1)

95.1%  
(72.9 to 99.8)

38%  
(4.5 to 86.8)

ADD-RS > 1 6 41.6%  
(24.8 to 59.1)

91.7%  
(81.7 to 97)

41.6%  
(8.1 to 82.5)

91.7%  
(53.7 to 99.6)

Reproduced from Ren et al.2 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 
(CC BY 4.0) licence, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, provided the original 
work is properly cited. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The table includes minor additions and formatting changes to 
the original text.
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Table 6 shows the deterministic results for the base-case 
analysis. CTA for those with ADD-RS > 1 was cost-effective 
at the £20,000/QALY threshold, although Table 3 suggests 
that over half of cases of AAS would be missed. CTA for 
those with ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer 
> 500 ng/ml was cost-effective at the £30,000/QALY 
threshold, although Table 3 suggests this would require 
tripling or quadrupling CTA capacity.

Figure 9 shows the cost-effectiveness acceptability curves 
from the base-case probabilistic sensitivity analysis. It 
shows that as the maximum acceptable incremental cost-
effectiveness ratio (MAICER) increases, the strategy with 
the greatest probability of being cost-effective changes 
from no testing to ADD-RS > 1 and then ADD-RS > 1 or 
ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer > 500 ng/ml.

Table 7 shows the results of secondary analysis assuming 
0.61% prevalence of AAS, as seen in the DAShED cohort 

when patients with a clinician-estimated probability of AAS 
of zero were excluded. If clinicians can use their judgement 
to exclude patients they consider to have zero risk of AAS, 
then CTA for those with ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with 
D-dimer > 500 ng/ml is cost-effective at the £20,000/QALY 
and 30,000/QALY thresholds, and would require 465 CTA 
per year in a typical hospital (≈60% increase).

Table 8 shows the results of sensitivity analysis assuming 
2.95% prevalence of AAS, as seen in the DAShED study 
cohort who received CTA. This suggests that CTA for all is 
not cost-effective compared to strategies using ADD-RS 
and D-dimer. CTA for those with ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer 
> 500 ng/ml is cost-effective at the £20,000/QALY or 
£30,000/QALY threshold and would approximately halve 
the number of CTA required compared to CTA all.

The EVPI analysis showed that at a threshold of 
£20,000/QALY, the individual EVPI was £4.46 per patient. 
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Study TP FP FN TN Sensitivity (95% CrI) Sensitivity (95% CrI)Specificity (95% CrI) Specificity (95% CrI)
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Using a population size of 796,538 suspected AAS patients 
to the NHS each year and a 5-year horizon, the population 
EVPI was estimated as £17.75M.

Discussion/interpretation

Principal findings
Our systematic review and meta-analyses provide 
estimates of the accuracy of ADD-RS and D-dimer for AAS 
based upon cohort studies using consistent thresholds 

for positivity. The sensitivity and specificity (95% CrI) of 
ADD-RS greater than zero were 94.6% (90% to 97.5%) 
and 34.7% (20.7% to 51.2%), and of ADD-RS greater than 
one were 43.4% (31.2% to 57.1%) and 89.3% (80.4% 
to 94.8%). The sensitivity and specificity of D-dimer 
using the 500 ng/ml threshold for positivity were 96.5% 
(94.8% to 98%) and 56.2% (48.3% to 63.9%). Sensitivity 
analyses of ADD-RS limited to the six studies evaluating 
combinations of ADD-RS with D-dimer, and of D-dimer 
including studies with alternative thresholds for positivity 
showed similar estimates to the base-case analysis.

TABLE 4 Summary estimates from the base-case and sensitivity analyses of D-dimer

Strategy (N, threshold)

Sensitivity
(95% CrI)
(95% PrI)

Specificity
(95% CrI)
(95% PrI)

Between-study SD for sensitivity 
and specificity (95% CrI)

Correlation coefficient between 
logit sensitivity and specificity 
(95% CrI)

D-dimer main analysis 
(N = 18, > 500 ng/ml)

96.5%
(94.8 to 98)
(86.1 to 99.3)

56.2%
(48.3 to 63.9)
(25.3 to 83.1)

Sensitivity: 0.65 (0.30 to 1.33)
Specificity: 0.62 (0.43 to 0.96)

−0.75 (−0.99 to −0.10)

D-dimer sensitivity analysis 
(N = 25 to > 500 ng/ml or 
any other threshold used)a

95.7%
(93.2 to 97.5)
(73 to 99.5)

57.5%
(50.1 to 64.6)
(24 to 85.3)

Sensitivity: 0.99 (0.65 to 1.57)
Specificity: 0.69 (0.50 to 1.00)

−0.57 (−0.85 to −0.09)

N, number of studies; SD, standard deviation.
a Any other D-dimer thresholds included the following: 240 ng/ml,60 246 ng/ml,61 300 ng/ml,70 400 ng/ml,75 1000 ng/ml,54 2110 ng/ml69 

and the Youden’s index 0.51.76

Reproduced from Essat et al.1 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 
(CC BY 4.0) licence, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, provided the original 
work is properly cited. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The table includes minor additions and formatting changes to 
the original text.

TABLE 5 Results for a typical hospital and the NHS (AAS prevalence of 0.26%)

Typical hospital
Number of suspected AAS = 3281

NHS

Number of suspected AAS = 796,538

Number of 
CTA

Number of 
cases of AAS 
detected

Number of 
cases of AAS 
missed

Number 
of CTA

Number of 
cases of AAS 
detected

Number of 
cases of AAS 
missed

No testing or CTA 0.00 0.00 8.53 0 0 2071

ADD-RS > 1 275.16 3.55 4.98 66,802 862 1209

ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer 
> 500

1084.58 7.94 0.59 263,308 1928 143

ADD-RS > 0 2037.04 8.11 0.42 494,539 1970 101

D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 1428.48 8.22 0.31 346,795 1996 75

ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 1598.81 8.39 0.15 388,147 2036 35

ADD-RS > 0 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 2567.58 8.51 0.02 623,340 2067 4

CTA all 3289.53 8.53 0.00 798,609 2071 0

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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The sensitivities and specificities of ADD-RS greater than 
zero or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml were 99.8% (98.7% to 100%) 
and 21.8% (12.1% to 32.6%), ADD-RS greater than one 
or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml were 98.3% (94.9% to 99.5%) 
and 51.4% (38.7% to 64.1%) and the Canadian guideline-
based strategy (ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer 
> 500 ng/ml) were 93.1% (87.1% to 96.3%) and 67.1% 
(54.4% to 77.7%).

These findings indicate that ADD-RS and D-dimer 
provide potentially useful information in the diagnostic 
assessment of AAS, and combinations of ADD-RS and 
D-dimer could be used to rule out AAS, albeit with a risk 
of missed diagnosis.

Our systematic review of biomarkers other than D-dimer 
produced much more limited data and no reliable estimates 
of diagnostic accuracy for use in clinical practice. We 
identified 38 case-control studies85–122 of biomarkers but 
only 13 cohort studies52,63,68,69,73,76–83 for inclusion in our 
review. Biomarker accuracy was generally modest, with 
sensitivity sufficient to rule out AAS only when a threshold 
was used that resulted in low specificity. An exception 
was the study of Wang et al.,73 reporting 99.1% sensitivity, 
84.9% specificity for sST2, but this differed markedly from 
the findings reported by Morello et al.78 (sensitivity 58%, 
specificity 70.8%). No biomarkers, other than D-dimer, 
can currently be recommended for clinical use.

Decision-analytic modelling showed that if strategies were 
applied unselectively to all patients with possible AAS, then 
CTA for those with ADD-RS > 1 would be cost-effective 
at the £20,000/QALY threshold but would result in more 

than half of cases of AAS being missed. CTA for those with 
ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer > 500 ng/ml 
would be cost-effective at the £30,000/QALY threshold 
but would require a three- to fourfold increase in current 
CTA use, which is unlikely to be deliverable. If clinicians 
are able to use their judgement to exclude patients 
considered to have a zero risk of AAS, then a strategy of 
CTA for patients with ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with 
D-dimer > 500ng/ml would be cost-effective and require 
a more modest (≈60%) increase in CTA capacity. A strategy 
of ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml is cost-effective at 
2.95% prevalence of AAS, which is the prevalence of AAS 
in patients receiving CTA in the DAShED study.

At a threshold of £20,000/QALY, the individual EVPI was 
£4.46 per patient, and the population EVPI for patients 
presenting to the NHS with suspected AAS over 5 years 
was estimated as £17.75M, suggesting that further 
research to reduce the uncertainty would be valuable.

Contribution to existing knowledge
Our summary estimates of accuracy for ADD-RS 
(alone and with D-dimer) are similar to previous meta-
analyses,20,123 although we report slightly lower sensitivity. 
We also evaluated a strategy based on the Canadian 
clinical practice guideline (ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 
with D-dimer > 500 ng/ml), which has lower sensitivity 
but higher specificity than other strategies combining 
the ADD-RS with D-dimer. This offers an alternative 
strategy to patients who wish to avoid overinvestigation 
and populations with a low prevalence of AAS, where a 
strategy with low specificity would generate an acceptably 
low yield of positive imaging.

TABLE 6 Base-case cost-effectiveness results (AAS prevalence 0.26%)

Total costs Total QALYs ICER (cost/QALY gained)

CTA all £255.62 11.10741 Dominated

ADD-RS > 0 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £222.88 11.10743 £1,812,565

ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £173.56 11.10741 £137,338

D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £160.46 11.10732 Extendedly dominated

ADD-RS > 0 £189.58 11.10722 Extendedly dominated

ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer > 500 £140.97 11.10717 £25,789

ADD-RS > 1 £74.81 11.10460 £15,990

No testing or CTA £41.37 11.10251 –

ICER, incremental cost-effectiveness ratio.
Reproduced from Thokala et al.3 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons 
Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, provided 
the original work is properly cited. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The table includes minor additions and formatting 
changes to the original text.
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Previous meta-analyses of D-dimer for AAS have produced 
conflicting estimates of specificity. Yao et al.19 reported 
sensitivity and specificity of 96% and 70%, respectively, 
but included many case-control studies; while Asha et al.124 

reported 98% and 42%, respectively, but included only 
four studies (1557 participants).34,59,62,72 Our base-case 
analysis included 18 cohort studies18,31–35,59,62–68,71–74 with 
7978 participants and reported sensitivity and specificity 

of 96.5% and 56.2%, respectively. This is likely to be a 
more robust and reliable estimate of D-dimer accuracy 
than previous studies, by being based on a large number 
of cohort studies.

Our study is, to our knowledge, the first systematic review 
of biomarkers for AAS other than D-dimer. The conclusions 
were limited by the quality of the primary data, with 38 

TABLE 7 Secondary cost-effectiveness results (AAS prevalence 0.61%)

Total 
costs

Total 
QALYs

ICER 
(cost/QALY 
gained)

Number of 
CTA (typical 
hospital)

Number 
of CTA 
(NHS)

CTA all £359.43 11.09010 Dominated 1406.53 341,579

ADD-RS > 0 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £326.19 11.09011 £384,837 1095.08 265,943

ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £276.33 11.08998 £59,159 683.67 166,030

D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £262.35 11.08977 Extendedly 
dominated

611.25 148,444

ADD-RS > 0 £290.72 11.08958 Extendedly 
dominated

869.58 211,180

ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer > 500 £241.34 11.08939 £14,955 465.08 112,945

ADD-RS > 1 £150.51 11.08332 £10,851 118.87 28,869

No testing or CTA £97.07 11.07840 – 0.00 0

ICER, incremental cost-effectiveness ratio.
Reproduced from Thokala et al.3 This is an Open Access article distributed in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons 
Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt and build upon this work, for commercial use, provided 
the original work is properly cited. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The table includes minor additions and formatting 
changes to the original text.

TABLE 8 Secondary cost-effectiveness results (AAS prevalence 2.95%)

Total 
costs

Total 
QALYs

ICER 
(cost/QALY 
gained)

Number of 
CTA (typical 
hospital)

Number 
of CTA 
(NHS)

CTA all £1053.49 10.97441 £457,862 297.53 72,274

ADD-RS > 0 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £1016.89 10.97433 £65,685 227.84 55,346

ADD-RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £963.44 10.97351 £17,262 144.69 35,148

D-dimer > 500 ng/ml £943.55 10.97243 Extendedly 
dominated

129.94 31,566

ADD-RS > 0 £966.96 10.97165 Extendedly 
dominated

182.00 44,211

ADD-RS > 1 or ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer > 500 £912.34 10.97055 £8662 100.21 24,344

ADD-RS > 1 £656.58 10.94103 £7841 26.83 6516

No testing or CTA £469.43 10.91716 – 0.00 0

ICER, incremental cost-effectiveness ratio.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


19This synopsis should be referenced as follows:

Goodacre S, Pandor A, Thokala P, Ren S, Essat M, Ren S, et al. Diagnostic strategies for suspected acute aortic syndrome: Systematic review, meta-analysis, decision-analytic modelling and value 
of information analysis. Health Technol Assess 2025;29(45). https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

case-control studies excluded and only 13 cohort studies 
eligible for inclusion. We have, therefore, highlighted the 
need for more robust studies of biomarkers but are unable 
to identify any current biomarkers that are suitable for 
clinical practice, other than D-dimer.

Our decision-analytic modelling is, to our knowledge, the 
first to examine the cost-effectiveness of strategies for 
selecting patients with suspected AAS for CTA. Taylor and 
Iyer125 used decision-analytic modelling to compare testing 
strategies for AAS in terms of health outcomes but not 
costs. Their model suggested using low testing thresholds 
of 0.03% probability of AAS for CTA compared to no testing 
and 0.013% for D-dimer compared to no testing. These 
findings suggest that the benefits of accurate diagnosis 
substantially outweigh the risks of testing but do not take 
costs into account. Our analysis suggests that CTA for all 
is not cost-effective compared to alternative strategies 
when costs are considered rather than health outcomes 
alone. Furthermore, our base-case analysis showed that 
even if strategies are cost-effective, they may require an 
increase in CTA capacity that is unlikely to be deliverable 
in a typical hospital or across the NHS.

Strengths and weakness of the study/in 
relation to other studies
Our meta-analysis of ADD-RS and D-dimer only included 
cohort studies, thus avoiding the risk of bias associated 
with case-control studies, yet still included sufficient 
primary data to provide reasonably accurate and precise 
estimates of diagnostic accuracy. We were also able to 
use data shared by the primary study teams to estimate 
the accuracy of an additional strategy combining ADD-
RS with D-dimer that was based on the Canadian clinical 
practice guideline.

There was potentially important heterogeneity between 
studies in both meta-analyses, especially in estimates 
of specificity, which increases the uncertainty around 
these estimates. This is discussed in detail in the primary 
publications.1,2 The heterogeneity may reflect differences 
in study design, particularly patient selection, with studies 
varying between those reporting populations with a 
low rate of imaging for the reference standard and AAS 
prevalence to those reporting populations with a higher 
rate of imaging and AAS prevalence. The wide range of 
prevalence in the primary studies limit our ability to 
generalise the findings from meta-analysis to specific 
groups, particularly low-prevalence populations, including 
many patients who would not normally receive imaging.

As noted previously, the biomarker systematic review was 
substantially limited by the quality of the primary data. 

We were unable to recommend any biomarkers for clinical 
use, other than D-dimer, and could not include biomarkers 
other than D-dimer in the decision-analytic modelling.

Our decision-analytic modelling is the first to examine the 
cost-effectiveness of alternative strategies for selecting 
patients with possible AAS to CTA. It is based upon robust 
estimates from our meta-analysis of the accuracy of the 
strategies and draws upon clinical expertise to ensure a 
model that reflects the complexities of the clinical problem 
while retaining transparency.

A key limitation in our understanding of AAS diagnosis 
relates to how clinicians determine whether a patient 
presenting with symptoms compatible with AAS is 
considered to require investigation for AAS. Our base-
case analysis included all patients whose symptoms were 
compatible with AAS. However, the DAShED study33 

showed that clinicians considered a substantial proportion 
of these patients to have a low or zero likelihood of AAS 
and only used CTA to investigate a minority for AAS. Our 
analysis showed that strategies involving the ADD-RS and 
D-dimer are cost-effective if limited to selected patients 
in whom clinical judgement suggests a meaningful risk 
of AAS. The limitation with this finding is that we do not 
know how clinicians make this judgement and whether 
their assessment of AAS risk is accurate.

A related limitation is that we did not compare the 
strategies to using unstructured clinical judgement to 
select patients for CTA or consider how clinical judgement 
could be used alongside the strategies. If we conclude 
that clinical judgement is required to select patients for 
diagnostic investigation with the ADD-RS and D-dimer, 
then we should consider whether the selection for CTA 
should be based on clinical judgement alone (or informed 
by ADD-RS and D-dimer). There is little evidence available 
to estimate the accuracy of unstructured clinical judgement 
for diagnosing AAS, so we were unable to evaluate it in 
our analysis.

It is also important to note that we assumed that the 
population for the modelling excluded patients whose 
frailty and/or comorbidities meant that they would not 
be eligible for surgery or endovascular repair if AAS were 
detected. We made this assumption because including such 
patients would increase the complexity and uncertainty in 
the analysis, while reducing the applicability of findings to 
the population most likely to benefit from AAS diagnosis. 
We felt that this assumption reflected clinical practice, 
which involves assessing the potential implications for 
treatment before ordering a diagnostic test. Our findings 
are, therefore, not applicable to patients with frailty or 

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363


20

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

comorbidities that limit the treatment options to medical 
treatment alone. The decision to investigate such patients 
is likely to be individualised and involve consideration 
(and discussion with the patients) of whether extensive 
investigation is in the patient’s best interests.

Other limitations relate to uncertainties in the assumptions 
and estimates used in the model:

1. Estimates of the effect of delayed treatment are 
inevitably based on limited observational data.

2. We were unable to include any credible estimates of 
the benefits and harms arising from non-AAS diag-
noses and incidental findings identified on CTA due 
to the variety of findings identified and uncertainty 
over their clinical significance.

Changes from the proposed project
We planned to include case-control studies and report 
their characteristics and findings but exclude them from 
the meta-analyses due to the potential high risk of bias 
of such studies.24,25 We also specified that studies would 
only be included if participants (cohort, cases or controls) 
presented with suspected AAS. We found that the 
reporting of case-control studies was often insufficient 
to determine whether the control group presented 
with suspected AAS or not, and therefore whether such 
studies should be included. We, therefore, made a post 
hoc decision to exclude case-control studies from the 
review. We reported the number and characteristics of 
case-control studies of alternative biomarkers to provide 
readers of this review with an insight into the large number 
of such studies but did not attempt to draw conclusions 
from the findings of these studies.

We made some changes to the proposed methods for 
meta-analysis:

1. We planned to use the method of Steinhauser et 

al.126 but, instead, used the method of Jones et al. 

2019.28 The Jones’ model has advantages over Stein-
hauser’s model in the following areas: it models the 
exact multinomial likelihoods of the spread of test 
results across thresholds, rather than requiring the 
normal approximations; it automatically accounts for 
within-study correlations resulting from studies re-
porting at more than one threshold; and it performs 
better with small counts.

2. We planned to analyse sensitivity and specificity at 
multiple thresholds for D-dimer, but we found in-
sufficient data to support this analysis. Most studies 
only reported one threshold, usually the 500 ng/ml 
threshold. The few studies that reported more than 

one threshold only reported a few variable thresh-
olds, which were insufficient to support detailed 
analysis.

3. We proposed to perform sensitivity analysis and 
listed the likely analyses as (1) studies with a sample 
based on suspicion of AAS rather than receipt of a 
reference standard test, (2) studies with > 90% of 
the sample receiving a definitive reference standard 
or adequate follow-up and (3) studies that evaluated 
a fully derived index test (including the threshold for 
positivity). We were unable to undertake analyses 
(1) and (2) because the primary study reporting of 
sample selection and reference standard testing was 
limited and inconsistent, and could not therefore 
support categorisation for sensitivity analysis. We 
were unable to undertake analysis (3) because most 
studies used the pre-specified 500 ng/ml threshold. 
We, therefore, used this threshold for the primary 
analysis and used sensitivity analysis to explore, 
including studies with other thresholds.

We made the following changes to the planned 
decision-analytic modelling:

1. In accordance with the meta-analysis, we found 
insufficient data reporting D-dimer sensitivity and 
specificity at thresholds other than the 500 ng/
ml threshold, so we did not explore the cost- 
effectiveness of using D-dimer at alternative thresh-
olds for positivity.

2. The systematic review identified no biomarkers 
(other than D-dimer) with sufficient robust evidence 
of accuracy to support clinical use, so we did not 
evaluate any strategies using alternative biomarkers 
in the decision-analytic modelling.

3. We estimated the accuracy of strategies included in 
the modelling using data from cohort studies that 
reported ADD-RS and D-dimer in combination. We, 
therefore, did not need to undertake the planned 
exploratory analyses using indirect estimates of 
accuracy (estimates based on combining an estimate 
of ADD-RS accuracy with a combination of D-dimer 
accuracy) or estimates from case-control studies.

4. We reviewed studies reporting the diagnostic yield 
of CTA for non-AAS pathology, along with data from 
the DAShED study33 and a single-centre study of 
CTA results.127 These showed that CTA identify a 
wide range of non-AAS pathology. For example, the 
407 CTA reported in the DAShED study33 showed 
201 non-AAS findings involving 61 different pathol-
ogies. We decided that it would not be possible to 
include any credible estimates of benefit or harm 
from these findings in the modelling, so we  
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acknowledged this uncertainty and limitation of the 
model. Similarly, we were unable to include any esti-
mate of benefit or harm from incidental CTA findings 
in the model but included a cost for the proportion 
of patients who would require a repeat CT scan for 
pulmonary nodules or similar equivocal findings.

Take-home messages
The ADD-RS and D-dimer, alone and in combination, 
provide useful diagnostic information, but their use in the 
diagnostic pathway for AAS (specifically ruling out AAS) 
depends upon how clinical suspicion of AAS is determined. 
D-dimer below 500 ng/ml in a patient with low clinical 
risk (ADD-RS zero) effectively rules out AAS (sensitivity 
99.8%), but unselective application of this rule will lead to 
a high rate of negative CTA.

Clinical scores other than the ADD-RS and biomarkers 
other than D-dimer currently lack sufficient evidence 
of diagnostic accuracy for AAS to be recommended for 
clinical use.

In an unselected population with possible symptoms of 
AAS, current validated strategies struggle to achieve an 
acceptable balance between overinvestigation and risk of 
missed AAS. A strategy based on the Canadian guideline 
(CTA if ADD-RS > 1 or if ADD-RS = 1 with D-dimer 
> 500 ng/ml) appears cost-effective but would require 
over a quarter of a million CTAs and result in over 100 
missed AAS across the NHS in England and Wales, if 
applied to an unselected population.

If clinicians can select a population with a higher prevalence 
of AAS without missing cases, then the strategy based on 
the Canadian guidelines or a strategy of CTA if ADD-RS 
> 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml would be cost-effective and 
potentially deliverable without a substantial increase in 
CTA capacity. Further research is needed to determine 
how clinicians select this population.

For patients currently receiving CTA, the strategy of ADD-
RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml could halve the number of 
CTA undertaken and would be cost-effective according to 
National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) 
thresholds for willingness to pay but would result in 143 
additional missed cases of AAS per year across the NHS.

Patient and public involvement

The Aortic Dissection Charitable Trust (https://
aorticdissectioncharitabletrust.org/) aims to improve the 
diagnosis of aortic dissection and bring consistency of 
treatment across the patient pathway. It developed from a 

national campaign by the family of Tim Fleming, who died 
after a missed diagnosis of AAS. The trust involves people 
who have survived AAS and relatives of people who have 
died from AAS. It promotes education and awareness of 
AAS and supports research into the detection, prevention, 
treatment and cure for aortic dissection.

Our research team included two members of the Aortic 
Dissection Charitable Trust. Valerie Lechene has lived 
experience of AAS, having received successful treatment 
for AAS despite delayed diagnosis. She brought her 
experience of delayed diagnosis to the project and 
provided a powerful patient perspective of the diagnostic 
process. Catherine Fowler experienced the loss of her 
father to AAS in 2015. She brought her insights as a 
bereaved relative due to AAS and acted as a powerful 
advocate for victims of AAS who did not survive. Valerie 
Lechene and Catherine Fowler helped to develop the 
study proposal, attended project meetings, facilitated 
contact with other members of the trust, assisted with the 
development of the decision-analytic model and reviewed 
emerging findings from the study.

The Aortic Dissection Charitable Trust organised a webinar 
during project development that 23 of their members 
attended. The participants shared their experience of 
AAS diagnosis and identified important issues around 
interpretation of the risk scores; patient knowledge of 
risk variables; the importance of family history, gender 
and ethnicity; the involvement of ambulance services and 
hospital recording of missed/delayed diagnosis.

We created a patient and public involvement (PPI) group 
for the project that included 10 survivors of AAS and 
five relatives of people who had AAS, from members 
of the Aortic Dissection Charitable Trust and patients 
identified by clinical investigators involved in the project. 
The group met quarterly throughout the project to share 
their experiences of AAS, review diagnostic strategies 
evaluated in the study, consider assumptions in the 
decision-analytic modelling, review emerging findings, 
assist with interpretation of the findings and assist 
with dissemination.

The Aortic Dissection Charitable Trust assisted with 
dissemination of the findings to the public through a 
public webinar on 5 February 2024 and through posting 
findings on their website and social media.

Equality, diversity and inclusion

The role of personal characteristics in diagnosis and 
management of AAS has not been extensively studied. 

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://aorticdissectioncharitabletrust.org/
https://aorticdissectioncharitabletrust.org/
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AAS tends to occur in older people, due to association 
with uncontrolled hypertension, but can occur in younger 
people with connective tissue diseases. The few studies 
of sex-related differences suggest that AAS tends to 
occur in women at an older age but with little evidence 
of differences in treatment or outcomes.128 Studies of 
ethnicity suggest that African Americans are more likely 
than other ethnicities to present with type B aortic 
dissection129 and are more likely to present at a younger 
age and with risk factors, but treatment and outcomes 
are similar.130

None of the studies included in the systematic review 
reported ethnicity characteristics for the study 
population. Mean or median age was reported in 7/13 
studies18,31–33,35,52,53 of ADD-RS (ranging from 5533 to 

70 years)32 and 8/25 studies18,31,35,59,64,71,73,74 of D-dimer 
(ranging from 5373 to 68 years59). The percentage 
of male or female patients was reported in 11/13 
studies18,31–35,52,53,55–57 of ADD-RS (ranging from 32%32 to 

53%33 females) and 18/25 studies18,31,32,34,35,59,61–65,67,70–74,76 

of D-dimer (ranging from 23%67 to 57%74 females). The 
studies, therefore, suggest that women may be under-
represented. Age was not reported by sex, so we are 
unable to determine whether under-representation 
of women may reflect exclusion of older people from 
studies. Inadequate reporting means that we are unable 
to determine whether people of different ethnicities are 
appropriately represented in the studies.

We recommend that future studies should record the 
ethnicity of participants to determine whether the study 
population is representative of the wider population and 
allow exploration of whether there are differences in 
diagnostic accuracy between people of different ethnicity. 
Future studies should also provide complete reporting 
of age and sex characteristics, along with details of any 
relevant exclusion criteria and characteristics of those 
excluded, so readers can determine whether specific 
patient groups are under-represented and gain a more 
granular understanding of the research.

We requested equality monitoring data from our PPI 
group members to determine whether the group reflected 
the characteristics of the wider population. We only 
received 5 replies from the 16 PPI group members, with 
responses indicating some diversity in gender (3 females, 
2 males) and ethnicity (2 Black or Black British Caribbean, 
3 White people).

We also requested equality monitoring data from our 
research team and received 10 replies from the 14 
research team members. The replies indicated that the 

team included more males than females (three females, 
seven males) and some diversity in ethnicity (three Asian 
or Asian British Indian, five White, two Chinese people).

Impact and learning

The publications listed in the Additional information are the 

main outputs and form the basis for impact and learning 
arising from the study. We plan to present our findings 
at professional meetings, including the RCEM Annual 
Scientific Meeting, the European Society for Emergency 
Medicine Annual Conference, and the Society for Medical 
Decision Making.

We will share summaries of our findings, supported by peer-
reviewed publications, with professional organisations 
involved in delivering clinical care for suspected AAS 
(RCEM, RCR, Vascular Society of Great Britain and Ireland, 
British Society of Interventional Radiology). We will share 
plain language summaries of our findings with patient 
organisations involved in improving care for suspected 
AAS (Aortic Dissection Awareness, the Aortic Dissection 
Charitable Trust).

The main UK guidelines for the diagnosis of AAS are the 
RCEM/RCR Best Practice Guidelines. We will draw upon 
our contacts with the guideline authors to ensure that 
they are aware of our findings. We will provide tailored 
information showing how the guidelines might develop 
in the light of our findings and offer to work with the 
guideline authors to help them to draw upon our findings.

We will also share our findings with the developers of 
the ESC guidelines,5 the European Society for Vascular 
Surgery guidelines (https://esvs.org/guidelines/) and the 

AHA/American College of Cardiology guidelines.21

We will use our contacts with the Aortic Dissection  
Charitable Trust and Aortic Dissection Awareness to 
ensure awareness of our findings. We will provide tailored 
information to show how information provided by each 
organisation and relevant campaigns, such as the Think Aorta 
campaign, could be developed in the light of our findings.

We produce plain language information summarising our 
findings and work with the Aortic Dissection Charitable 
Trust, using mainstream media and social media, to 
promote public awareness of our findings.

The impact of this evidence synthesis project will largely 
be achieved through future primary research, as identified 
in the research recommendations. The James Lind Alliance 

https://esvs.org/guidelines/
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Emergency Medicine Priority Setting Partnership Refresh 
2022 identified diagnosis of AAS in the ED as the seventh 
top priority (https://rcem.ac.uk/research-priorities/), and 

diagnosis of AAS is also currently the third top priority in 
the James Lind Alliance Aortic Priority Setting Partnership 
(www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/priority-setting-partnerships/
vascular-conditions/aortic-top-10-priorities.htm). Our 
findings will feed into research proposals developing from 
these prioritisations.

We will share the research recommendations outlined in 
Research recommendations with research funders, including 
National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR), UK 
Research and Innovation Medical Research Council (MRC), 
British Heart Foundation and Heart Research UK, and 
feed our findings into research priority setting exercises.

The RCEM funded Aortic Syndrome Evidence Synthesis 
(ASES) coinvestigators Matthew Reed and Sarah Wilson to 
undertake the DAShED study33 alongside our study. This 
multicentre observational cohort study of 5548 patients, 
with potential symptoms of AAS attending 27 hospitals 
across the UK, showed that 0.3% (14 patients) had AAS, 
while 7% received CTA. The findings were included in our 
systematic reviews, used to populate our decision-analytic 
model and will inform future research proposals around 
AAS diagnosis.

The DAShED study33 provided essential data to develop 
our model, put our findings into context and understand 
the problem of suspected AAS. The involvement of 27 
hospitals and the Trainee Emergency Research Network, 
along with support from the RCEM and Aortic Dissection 
Charitable Trust, provide a valuable network for developing 
future research proposals.

The Aortic Dissection Charitable Trust has funded the 
Rapid Acute Aortic Syndrome Diagnosis using Artificial 
Intelligence study,131 led by Jim Zhong and involving ASES 
coinvestigators Matthew Reed, Graham Cooper, Sarah 
Wilson and Steve Goodacre. This study aims to use the 
DAShED data to develop a machine learning decision 
support system to assist AAS diagnosis in the ED.

In response to the James Lind Alliance prioritisation of 
AAS diagnosis, the RCEM Research Engagement and NIHR 
Emergency Care Incubator meetings have included sessions 
on developing research into AAS diagnosis. Matthew Reed 
facilitated these sessions and is developing a research 
network based on the DAShED study to undertake future 
multicentre research into AAS diagnosis. We plan to build 
upon the links we made with international researchers 
while undertaking the meta-analysis of ADD-RS and 

D-dimer to develop international collaborative research 
into AAS diagnosis.

Implications for decision-makers

Our findings have implications for guideline developers, 
clinicians, service managers and research funders.

Guideline developers
The ADD-RS and D-dimer, alone and in combination, 
provide useful diagnostic information and could be 
included in guidelines, but specific guidance needs to take 
into account the role of clinical judgement in determining 
whether AAS is suspected in people presenting with 
possible symptoms. Using the ADD-RS and/or D-dimer to 
select patients for CTA from an unselected population is 
likely to lead to high rates or CTA.

If clinical judgement can identify patients with higher 
AAS prevalence, then a strategy based on the Canadian 
guideline or a strategy of CTA if ADD-RS is greater than 
zero or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml appears to be cost-effective 
and could be recommended in guidelines. These strategies 
could also be used in guidelines to reduce the number of 
CTA performed, albeit with a small increase in the risk of 
missed AAS. The role of clinical judgement emphasises 
the need for clinician training and awareness of AAS. 
Our findings suggest no role for clinical scores other 
than the ADD-RS or for biomarkers other than D-dimer 
in guidelines.

Clinicians
The ADD-RS and D-dimer, alone and in combination, 
provide useful diagnostic information. Clinicians can use 
the estimates of diagnostic accuracy from our meta-
analysis in their diagnostic assessment of suspected AAS. 
These estimates are based on reasonably robust evidence 
for cohort studies.

The main problem with using the ADD-RS and D-dimer in 
diagnostic assessment is that they are likely to generate a 
high rate of FPs if used indiscriminately in patients with a 
very low risk of AAS, which will presumably then require 
potential unnecessary CTA. Clinicians should, therefore, 
not use the ADD-RS and D-dimer in diagnostic assessment 
unless they consider there to be a realistic possibility of 
AAS. In these circumstances, the ADD-RS and D-dimer 
can be used to select patients for CTA. Using the ADD-
RS and D-dimer is also inappropriate when the diagnosis 
of AAS is obvious or the patient is critically ill and urgent 
definitive diagnostic assessment is required.

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
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We have published a British Medical Journal ‘Easily missed’ 
paper that describes how clinicians can use the findings 
reported in this synopsis to improve their diagnostic 
assessment of suspected AAS.132

Service managers
The base-case analysis suggested that applying the 
strategies to an unselected population would miss more 
than half of AAS cases or would require a three- to fourfold 
increase in CTA capacity (from 298 to 1079 CTA per year), 
which is unlikely to be deliverable. To provide some context, 
in 2023, 17,491 patients received 20,378 CT scans at the 
Royal Infirmary of Edinburgh, while 15,399 CT scans were 
requested from the Northern General Hospital Emergency 
Department in Sheffield. Most of these were non-contrast 
CT scans of the brain, so unselective implementation of 
the strategies would markedly increase requirements for 
CT with contrast.

If clinicians can select a population with higher prevalence, 
then cost-effective strategies using ADD-RS and D-dimer 
would be potentially deliverable, albeit with a potential 
increase in demand for CTA. A strategy using ADD-RS 
> 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml could be cost-effective and 
reduce CTA use among those currently receiving CTA, but 
would be difficult to implement without also being applied 
to patients who do not currently receive CTA.

Research funders
Diagnosis of AAS is currently the seventh top priority in 
the James Lind Alliance Emergency Medicine Priority 
Setting Partnership (https://rcem.ac.uk/research-
priorities/) and third top priority in the James Lind 
Alliance Aortic Priority Setting Partnership (www.jla.nihr.
ac.uk/priority-setting-partnerships/vascular-conditions/
aortic-top-10-priorities.htm). Our evidence synthesis 
has identified areas of uncertainty in current knowledge 
and informed the research recommendations outlined in 
Research recommendations.

Research recommendations

This project has identified the following priority areas for 
future research:

1. Evaluation of implementation of strategies using the 
ADD-RS and D-dimer test in clinical practice.

We identified two strategies that use the ADD-RS and 
D-dimer to select patients for CTA and could be cost-
effective in the NHS. However, our conclusions were 
limited by uncertainty around how the strategies would 
be implemented in practice, specifically in terms of 

how clinicians would select patients with a significant 
probability of AAS and how the strategies would be used 
alongside clinical judgement to influence decision-making. 
We, therefore, recommend evaluation to determine the 
effects of using these strategies upon CTA ordering, AAS 
diagnosis, patient outcomes and healthcare costs.

2. Research into how clinicians use their judgement to 
determine whether to suspect AAS.

As above, clinical judgement needs to be used to 
determine whether patients have suspected AAS and 
need investigation. We currently know very little about 
how clinicians make this judgement, whether their 
judgements are accurate and what factors influence their 
judgement. Research is, therefore, required to improve our 
knowledge of clinical judgement in the assessment of AAS 
and potentially to determine how clinicians can identify 
patients requiring investigation for AAS. Research could 
also explore how clinicians incorporate information from 
the ADD-RS and D-dimer into their decision-making.

3. Evaluation of the diagnostic accuracy of biomarkers 
other than D-dimer.

We identified many low-quality studies evaluating a 
wide range of biomarkers. Only 11 cohort studies were 
identified for inclusion in our review, and most of the 
excluded case-control studies used selected control 
groups that are likely to bias estimates of diagnostic 
accuracy. The findings from the 11 cohort studies were 
limited and inconsistent. We, therefore, recommend that 
future research should evaluate potential biomarkers 
for AAS in a large cohort study with a sufficient number 
of cases of AAS to estimate sensitivity with acceptable 
precision. This is likely to require a multicentre study and 
potentially international collaboration. The study should 
also record the ADD-RS and D-dimer so that analysis can 
determine how biomarkers add to current assessment 
with the ADD-RS and D-dimer.

4. Research into diagnostic pathways for people with 
previous AAS or known aneurysm.

This research recommendation did not arise directly from 
our study but was identified as a priority by our PPI group. 
They noted that people with previous AAS or known 
thoracic aortic aneurysm are at increased risk of AAS 
but may also have concerns about symptoms that make 
them more likely to present to hospital. We identified 
very little evidence relevant to this population. We noted 
that D-dimer measurement could be helpful in identifying 
a new or recurrent AAS, whereas the ADD-RS may have 
a more limited role in clinical probability estimation than 
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in the general population. We, therefore, recommend 
further research to determine how diagnostic strategies 
for suspected AAS apply to people with previous AAS or 
known thoracic aortic aneurysm.

Conclusions

The ADD-RS and D-dimer, alone or in combination, provide 
useful diagnostic information that can assist clinical 
decision-making, specifically the selection of patients for 
CTA. ADD-RS > 0, D-dimer > 500 ng/ml and combinations 
of ADD-RS and D-dimer have high sensitivity (> 90%) 
with variable specificity (22% to 67%). The combination of 
ADD-RS of zero and D-dimer < 500 ng/ml effectively rules 
out AAS (sensitivity 99.8%). However, unselective use of 
ADD-RS or D-dimer in patients with very low prevalence 
of AAS will result in a high rate of FP cases requiring CTA.

Clinical scores other than the ADD-RS and biomarkers 
other than D-dimer currently lack sufficient evidence of 
accuracy to be recommended for clinical use in diagnosing 
AAS. Further research using an appropriate design and 
sample size is required to determine the accuracy of 
alternative biomarkers for AAS.

Decision-analytic modelling showed that a strategy based 
on the Canadian guideline (CTA if ADD-RS > 1 or if ADD-
RS = 1 with D-dimer > 500 ng/ml) is cost-effective but, 
if applied unselectively to any patient whose symptoms 
were compatible with AAS, would require CTA capacity to 
be tripled or quadrupled.

Secondary analysis suggested that if the diagnostic  
strategies were only applied to patients that clinicians 
considered to have a non-zero probability of AAS, then 
the strategy based on the Canadian guidelines would be 
cost-effective and deliverable with only a 60% increase 
in CTA capacity. A strategy of CTA if ADD-RS > 1 or 
D-dimer > 500 ng/ml could also be cost-effective and 
deliverable if clinical judgement were used to select a higher 
prevalence cohort. Research is required to determine how 
these strategies would be delivered in practice and how an 
appropriate population would be selected for investigation.

For patients currently receiving CTA, the strategy of ADD-
RS > 1 or D-dimer > 500 ng/ml could halve the number of 
CTA undertaken and would be cost-effective according to 
NICE thresholds for willingness to pay but would result in 
an estimated 143 cases of missed AAS per year across the 
NHS in England and Wales.

Additional information

CRediT contribution statement
Steve Goodacre (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0803-8444): 
Conceptualisation, Funding acquisition, Resources, Writing – 
original draft, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Abdullah Pandor (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2552-5260): 
Conceptualisation, Formal analysis, Writing – original draft, 
Writing – reviewing and editing.

Praveen Thokala (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4122-2366): 
Conceptualisation, Formal analysis, Methodology, Writing – 
original draft, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Sa Ren (https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9040-249X): Data 
curation, Formal analysis, Methodology, Visualisation, Writing – 
original draft, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Munira Essat (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2397-402X):  
Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing – reviewing 
and editing.

Shijie Ren (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3568-7124): 
Conceptualisation, Formal analysis, Methodology, Writing – 
reviewing and editing.

Mark Clowes (https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5582-9946): Data 
curation, investigation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Graham Cooper (https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1950-0078): 
Conceptualisation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Robert Hinchliffe (https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6370-0800): 
Conceptualisation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Matthew Reed (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1308-4824): 
Conceptualisation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Steven Thomas (https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5855-2842): 
Conceptualisation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Sarah Wilson (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3964-0809): 
Conceptualisation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Catherine Fowler (https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6533-8043): 
Conceptualisation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

Valerie Lechene (https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9818-9179): 
Conceptualisation, Writing – reviewing and editing.

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0803-8444
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2552-5260
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4122-2366
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9040-249X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2397-402X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3568-7124
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5582-9946
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1950-0078
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6370-0800
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1308-4824
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5855-2842
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3964-0809
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6533-8043
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9818-9179


26

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

Acknowledgements

The authors are grateful to Joanne Hinde for administration and 
project management support; all members of the Study Steering 
Group for their advice and support; and all members of the PPI 
group for their advice and support. The authors are grateful 
to Paolo Bima (University of Turin, Italy), Mamoru Toyofuku 
(Wakayama Medical Center, Japan), Rachel McLatchie (Royal 
Infirmary of Edinburgh, UK) and Eduardo Bossone (University of 
Naples ‘Federico II’, Italy) for sharing their primary data on ADD-
RS and D-dimer accuracy.

Data-sharing statement

All data requests should be submitted to the corresponding 
author for consideration. Access to anonymised data may be 
granted following review.

Ethics statement

No ethical approval was needed as all included data were from 
secondary published sources.

Information governance statement
The study was undertaken in accordance with University 
of Sheffield information governance procedures, General 
Data Protection Regulations (EU GDPR) 2016/679 and the 
Data Protection Act (2018). The study did not involve using 
sensitive data. Steve Goodacre is the data controller. Steve 
Goodacre Abdullah Pandor, Munira Essat and Sarah Ren were 
data processors.

Disclosure of interests

Full disclosure of interests: Completed ICMJE forms for all 
authors, including all related interests, are available in the toolkit 
on the NIHR Journals Library report publication page at https://
doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363.

Primary conflicts of interest: Steve Goodacre was member of HTA 
Board recruitment, HTA Remit and Competitiveness Group, HTA 
Prioritisation Committee B Methods Group, HTA Prioritisation 
Committee A Methods Group, HTA Post-Funding Committee 
teleconference, HTA Funding Committee Policy Group and HTA 
Commissioning Committee until 2020, and was chair of the NIHR 
HTA Clinical Trials Unit Standing Advisory Committee until 2023.

Abdullah Pandor is a member of the NIHR HTA Programme 
Funding Committee (General).

Matthew J Reed is supported by an NHS Research Scotland 
Career Researcher Clinician award.

Graham Cooper has received personal payment for expert 
testimony, support (airfare/accommodation) from Cleveland 
Clinic for attending a symposium meeting and is a Trustee of The 
Aortic Dissection Charitable Trust.

Catherine Fowler is a Trustee of The Aortic Dissection 
Charitable Trust.

All other authors declare no competing interests.

Department of Health and Social Care 

disclaimer

This publication presents independent research commissioned 
by the National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR). 
The views and opinions expressed by authors in this publication 
are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect those 
of the NHS, the NIHR, MRC, NIHR Coordinating Centre, the 
Health Technology Assessment programme or the Department 
of Health and Social Care.

This synopsis was published based on current knowledge at 
the time and date of publication. NIHR is committed to being 
inclusive and will continually monitor best practice and guidance 
in relation to terminology and language to ensure that we remain 
relevant to our stakeholders.

Study registration
This study is registered as PROSPERO CRD42022252121.

Funding

This synopsis presents independent research funded by 
the National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR) 
Health Technology Assessment programme as award 
number NIHR151853.

Award publications
This synopsis provided an overview of the research award 
Diagnostic strategies for suspected acute aortic syndrome (AAS): 
Systematic review, meta-analysis, decision-analytic modelling, 
and value of information analysis. Other articles published as 
part of this thread are:

Thokala P, Goodacre S, Cooper G, Hinchliffe R, Reed MJ, 
Thomas S, et al. Decision-analytic modelling of strategies 
for investigating suspected acute aortic syndrome. 
Emerg Med J 2024;41:728–35. https://doi.org/10.1136/
emermed-2024-214222

Wren J, Goodacre S, Pandor A, Essat M, Clowes M, Cooper G, et 
al. Diagnostic accuracy of alternative biomarkers for acute aortic 
syndrome: a systematic review. Emerg Med J 2024;41:678–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/emermed-2023-213772

Essat M, Goodacre S, Pandor A, Ren S, Ren S, Clowes M. Diagnostic 
accuracy of D-dimer for acute aortic syndromes: systematic 
review and meta-analysis. Ann Emerg Med 2024;84:409–21.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2024.05.001

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://doi.org/10.1136/emermed-2024-214222
https://doi.org/10.1136/emermed-2024-214222
https://doi.org/10.1136/emermed-2023-213772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2024.05.001


27
This synopsis should be referenced as follows:

Goodacre S, Pandor A, Thokala P, Ren S, Essat M, Ren S, et al. Diagnostic strategies for suspected acute aortic syndrome: Systematic review, meta-analysis, decision-analytic modelling and value 
of information analysis. Health Technol Assess 2025;29(45). https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

Ren S, Essat M, Pandor A, Goodacre S, Ren K, Clowes 
M, et al. Diagnostic accuracy of the aortic dissection 
detection risk score alone or with D-dimer for acute aortic 
syndromes: systematic review and meta-analysis. PLOS 
ONE 2024;19:e0304401. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0304401

For more information about this research please view 
the award page (www.fundingawards.nihr.ac.uk/award/
NIHR151853).

Additional outputs
Goodacre S, Lechene V, Cooper G, Wilson S, Zhong J. Easily 
missed? Acute aortic syndrome. BMJ 2024;386:e080870. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2024-080870

About this synopsis
The contractual start date for this research was in January 
2023. This synopsis began editorial review in January 2024 
and was accepted for publication in April 2025. The authors 
have been wholly responsible for all data collection, analysis 
and interpretation, and for writing up their work. The Health 
Technology Assessment editors and publisher have tried to 
ensure the accuracy of the authors’ synopsis and would like to 
thank the reviewers for their constructive comments on the draft 
document. However, they do not accept liability for damages or 
losses arising from material published in this article.

Copyright
Copyright © 2025 Goodacre et al. This work was produced by 
Goodacre et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract 
issued by the Secretary of State for Health and Social Care. This 
is an Open Access publication distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution CC BY 4.0 licence, which permits 
unrestricted use, distribution, reproduction and adaptation in 
any medium and for any purpose provided that it is properly 
attributed. See: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. 

For attribution the title, original author(s), the publication source 
– NIHR Journals Library, and the DOI of the publication must 
be cited.

Published by the NIHR Journals Library (www.journalslibrary.
nihr.ac.uk), produced by Newgen Digitalworks Pvt Ltd, Chennai, 
India (www.newgen.co).

List of abbreviations

AAS acute aortic syndrome

ADD-RS Aortic Dissection Detection Risk 
Score

AHA American Heart Association

ASES Aortic Syndrome Evidence Synthesis

AUC area under the curve

AUROC area under the receiver operating 
characteristic

CT computed tomography

CTA computed tomographic  
angiography

DAShED Diagnosis of Acute Aortic Syndrome 
in the Emergency Department

DIC deviance information criterion

ECG electrocardiogram

ED emergency department

ESC European Society of Cardiology

EVPI expected value of perfect 
information

FN false negative

FP false positive

IRAD International Registry of Acute 
Aortic Dissection

MAICER maximum acceptable incremental 
cost-effectiveness ratio

MRC Medical Research Council

NICE National Institute for Health and 
Care Excellence

NIHR National Institute for Health and 
Care Research

PPI patient and public involvement

PRISMA Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analyses

QALY quality-adjusted life-year

QUADAS-2 quality assessment of diagnostic 
accuracy studies-2

RCEM Royal College of Emergency 
Medicine

RCR Royal College of Radiologists

ROC receiver operating characteristic

sST2 soluble suppression of 
tumourigenicity-2

TEVAR thoracic endovascular aortic  
repair

TN true negative

TP true positive 

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0304401
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0304401
www.fundingawards.nihr.ac.uk/award/NIHR151853
www.fundingawards.nihr.ac.uk/award/NIHR151853
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2024-080870
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk
www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk
www.newgen.co


28

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

References

 1. Essat M, Goodacre S, Pandor A, Ren S, Ren S, Clowes 
M. Diagnostic accuracy of D-dimer for acute aortic 
syndromes: systematic review and meta-analysis. Ann 

Emerg Med 2024;84:409–21.

 2. Ren S, Essat M, Pandor A, Goodacre S, Ren S, Clowes 
M, et al. Diagnostic accuracy of the aortic dissection 
detection risk score alone or with D-dimer for acute 
aortic syndromes: systematic review and meta- 
analysis. PLOS ONE 2024;19:e0304401.

 3. Thokala P, Goodacre S, Cooper G, Hinchliffe R, Reed 
MJ, Thomas S, et al. Decision analytical modelling of 
strategies for investigating suspected acute aortic 
syndrome. Emerg Med J 2024;41:728–35.

 4. Wren J, Goodacre S, Pandor A, Essat M, Clowes M, 
Cooper G, et al. Diagnostic accuracy of alternative 
biomarkers for acute aortic syndrome: a systematic 
review. Emerg Med J 2024;41:678–85.

 5. Erbel R, Aboyans V, Boileau C, Bossone E, Bartolomeo 
RD, Eggebrecht H, et al.; ESC Committee for Practice 
Guidelines. 2014 ESC Guidelines on the diagnosis 
and treatment of aortic diseases: document covering 
acute and chronic aortic diseases of the thoracic 
and abdominal aorta of the adult. The Task Force 
for the Diagnosis and Treatment of Aortic Diseases 
of the European Society of Cardiology (ESC). Eur 

Heart J 2014;35:2873–926. https://doi.org/10.1093/
eurheartj/ehu281

 6. NHS Digital. Hospital Accident & Emergency Activity 
2020-21. 2021. URL: https://digital.nhs.uk/data- 
and-information/publications/statistical/hospital-ac-
cident--emergency-activity (accessed 20 December 
2021).

 7. Alter SM, Eskin B, Allegra JR. Diagnosis of aortic dis-
section in emergency department patients is rare. Wes 

J Emerg Med 2015;16:629–31.

 8. Kicska GA, Koweek LMH, Ghoshhajra BB, Beache 
GM, Brown RK, Davis AM, et al. ACR appropriateness 
criteria® suspected acute aortic syndrome. J Am Coll 
Radiol 2021;18:S474–S81.

 9. Ohle R, Yan JW, Yadav K, Cournoyer A, Savage DW, Jetty 
P, et al. Diagnosing acute aortic syndrome: a Canadian 
clinical practice guideline. CMAJ 2020;192:E832–43.

 10. Salmasi MY, Al-Saadi N, Hartley P, Jarral OA, Raja S, 
Hussein M, et al. The risk of misdiagnosis in acute tho-
racic aortic dissection: a review of current guidelines. 
Heart 2020;106:885–91. https://doi.org/10.1136/
heartjnl-2019-316322

 11. The Royal College of Emergency Medicine and The 
Royal College of Radiologists Best. Best Practice 
Guideline – Diagnosis of Thoracic Aortic Dissection 

in the Emergency Department. London: The Royal 
College of Emergency Medicine; 2021. URL: 
www.rcr.ac.uk/our-services/all-our-publications/
clinical-radiology-publications/diagnosis-of-thorac-
ic-aortic-dissection-in-the-emergency-department/ 

(accessed 8 January 2024).

 12. Lovy AJ, Bellin E, Levsky JM, Esses D, Haramati 
LB. Preliminary development of a clinical decision 
rule for acute aortic syndromes. Am J Emerg Med 

2013;31:1546–50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajem. 
2013.06.005

 13. Harris KM, Strauss CE, Eagle KA, Hirsch AT, Isselbacher 
EM, Tsai TT, et al.; International Registry of Acute Aortic 
Dissection (IRAD) Investigators. Correlates of delayed 
recognition and treatment of acute type A aortic 
dissection: the International Registry of Acute Aortic 
Dissection (IRAD). Circulation 2011;124:1911–8.

 14. Hansen MS, Nogareda GJ, Hutchison SJ. Frequency of 
and inappropriate treatment of misdiagnosis of acute 
aortic dissection. Am J Cardiol 2007;99:852–6.

 15. Zhan S, Hong S, Shan-shan L, Chen-ling Y, Lai W, 
Dong-wei S, et al. Misdiagnosis of aortic dissec-
tion: experience of 361 patients. J Clin Hypertens 

2012;14:256–60.

 16. Ohle R, Anjum O, Bleeker H, Wells G, Perry JJ. Variation 
in emergency department use of computed tomogra-
phy for investigation of acute aortic dissection. Emerg 

Radiol 2018;25:293–8.

 17. Rogers AM, Hermann LK, Booher AM, Nienaber CA, 
Williams DM, Kazerooni EA, et al.; IRAD Investigators. 
Sensitivity of the aortic dissection detection risk 
score, a novel guideline-based tool for identification 
of acute aortic dissection at initial presentation: 
results from the international registry of acute aortic 
dissection. Circulation 2011;123:2213–8. https://doi.
org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.110.988568

 18. Morello F, Bima P, Pivetta E, Santoro M, Catini E, 
Casanova B, et al. Development and validation of a 
simplified probability assessment score integrated 
with age-adjusted d-dimer for diagnosis of acute 
aortic syndromes. J Am Heart Assoc 2021;10:e018425. 
https://doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.120.018425

 19. Yao J, Bai T, Yang B, Sun L. The diagnostic value of 
D-dimer in acute aortic dissection: a meta- analysis. 
J Cardiothorac Surg 2021;16:343. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s13019-021-01726-1

 20. Bima P, Pivetta E, Nazerian P, Toyofuku M, Gorla R, 
Bossone E, et al. Systematic review of aortic dissection 
detection risk score plus D-dimer for diagnostic rule-
out of suspected acute aortic syndromes. Acad Emerg 

Med 2020;27:1013–27. https://doi.org/10.1111/
acem.13969

https://doi.org/10.1093/eurheartj/ehu281
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurheartj/ehu281
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/hospital-accident--emergency-activity
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/hospital-accident--emergency-activity
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/hospital-accident--emergency-activity
https://doi.org/10.1136/heartjnl-2019-316322
https://doi.org/10.1136/heartjnl-2019-316322
www.rcr.ac.uk/our-services/all-our-publications/clinical-radiology-publications/diagnosis-of-thoracic-aortic-dissection-in-the-emergency-department/
www.rcr.ac.uk/our-services/all-our-publications/clinical-radiology-publications/diagnosis-of-thoracic-aortic-dissection-in-the-emergency-department/
www.rcr.ac.uk/our-services/all-our-publications/clinical-radiology-publications/diagnosis-of-thoracic-aortic-dissection-in-the-emergency-department/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajem.2013.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajem.2013.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.110.988568
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.110.988568
https://doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.120.018425
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13019-021-01726-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13019-021-01726-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/acem.13969
https://doi.org/10.1111/acem.13969


29This synopsis should be referenced as follows:

Goodacre S, Pandor A, Thokala P, Ren S, Essat M, Ren S, et al. Diagnostic strategies for suspected acute aortic syndrome: Systematic review, meta-analysis, decision-analytic modelling and value 
of information analysis. Health Technol Assess 2025;29(45). https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

 21. Isselbacher EM, Preventza O, Hamilton Black III J, 
Augoustides JG, Beck AW, Bolen MA, et al.; Writing 
Committee Members. 2022 ACC/AHA guideline for the 
diagnosis and management of aortic disease: a report 
of the American Heart Association/American College 
of Cardiology Joint Committee on Clinical Practice 
Guidelines. J Am Coll Cardiol 2022;80:e223–393.

 22. McInnes MD, Moher D, Thombs BD, McGrath TA, 
Bossuyt PM, Clifford T, et al. Preferred reporting items 
for a systematic review and meta-analysis of diagnos-
tic test accuracy studies: the PRISMA-DTA statement. 
JAMA 2018;319:388–96.

 23. Deeks JJ, Bossuyt PM, Leeflang MM, Takwoingi Y. 
Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Diagnostic 
Test Accuracy. John Wiley & Sons; 2023. URL: https://
training.cochrane.org/handbook-diagnostic-test-ac-
curacy/current (accessed 8 January 2024).

 24. Leeflang MM. Systematic reviews and 
meta-analyses of diagnostic test accuracy. Clin 

Microbiol Infect 2014;20:105–13. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1469-0691.12474

 25. Lijmer JG, Mol BW, Heisterkamp S, Bonsel GJ, Prins 
MH, van der Meulen JH, Bossuyt PM. Empirical 
evidence of design-related bias in studies of diag-
nostic tests. JAMA 1999;282:1061–6. https://doi.
org/10.1001/jama.282.11.1061

 26. Whiting PF, Rutjes AW, Westwood ME, Mallett 
S, Deeks JJ, Reitsma JB, et al.; QUADAS-2 
Group. QUADAS-2: a revised tool for the qual-
ity assessment of diagnostic accuracy studies. 
Ann Intern Med 2011;155:529–36. https://doi.
org/10.7326/0003-4819-155-8-201110180-00009

 27. Reitsma JB, Glas AS, Rutjes AWS, Scholten RJPM, 
Bossuyt PM, Zwinderman AH. Bivariate analysis of 
sensitivity and specificity produces informative sum-
mary measures in diagnostic reviews. J Clin Epidemiol 
2005;58:982–90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi. 
2005.02.022

 28. Jones HE, Gatsonsis CA, Trikalinos TA, Welton NJ, 
Ades AE. Quantifying how diagnostic test accu-
racy depends on threshold in a meta-analysis. Stat 
Med 2019;38:4789–803. https://doi.org/10.1002/
sim.8301

 29. Plummer M. rjags: Bayesian Graphical Models Using 
MCMC. R package version 4-1. 2023.

 30. Brooks SP, Gelman A. General methods for monitoring 
convergence of iterative simulations. J Comput Graph 
Stat 1998;7:434–55.

 31. Gorla R, Erbel R, Kahlert P, Tsagakis K, Jakob H, 
Mahabadi AA, et al. Accuracy of a diagnostic strategy 
combining aortic dissection detection risk score and 
D-dimer levels in patients with suspected acute aortic 

syndrome. Eur Heart J Acute Cardiovas Care 2017;6:371–
8. https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872615594497

 32. Kotani Y, Toyofuku M, Tamura T, Shimada K, Matsuura 
Y, Tawa H, et al. Validation of the diagnostic utility of 
D-dimer measurement in patients with acute aortic 
syndrome. Eur Heart J Acute Cardiovas Care 2017;6:223–
31. https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872616652261

 33. McLatchie R, Reed MJ, Freeman N, Parker RA, 
Wilson S, Goodacre S, et al.; DAShED investigators. 
Diagnosis of Acute Aortic Syndrome in the Emergency 
Department (DAShED) study: an observational cohort 
study of people attending the emergency depart-
ment with symptoms consistent with acute aortic 
syndrome. Emerg Med J 2024;41:136–44. https://doi.
org/10.1136/emermed-2023-213266

 34. Nazerian P, Morello F, Vanni S, Bono A, Castelli M, 
Forno D, et al. Combined use of aortic dissection 
detection risk score and D-dimer in the diagnostic 
workup of suspected acute aortic dissection. Int J 
Cardiol 2014;175:78–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijcard.2014.04.257

 35. Nazerian P, Mueller C, Soeiro AM, Leidel BA, Salvadeo 
SAT, Giachino F, et al.; ADvISED Investigators. 
Diagnostic accuracy of the aortic dissection detection 
risk score plus D-dimer for acute aortic syndromes: 
the ADvISED prospective multicenter study. 
Circulation 2018;137:250–8. https://doi.org/10.1161/
CIRCULATIONAHA.117.029457

 36. McKenzie JE, Brennan SE, Ryan RE, Thomson 
HJ, Johnston RV. Chapter 9: Summarizing Study 
Characteristics and Preparing for Synthesis [last 
updated October 2019]. In Higgins JPT, Thomas J, 
Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, Welch VA, 
editors. Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of 
Interventions, version 6.5. London: Cochrane; 2024. 
pp. 229–40.

 37. Schünemann HJ, Oxman AD, Brozek J, Glasziou P, 
Jaeschke R, Vist GE, et al.; GRADE Working Group. 
Grading quality of evidence and strength of recom-
mendations for diagnostic tests and strategies. BMJ 

2008;336:1106–10.

 38. Evangelista A, Isselbacher EM, Bossone E, Gleason TG, 
Eusanio MD, Sechtem U, et al.; IRAD Investigators. 
Insights from the international registry of acute aortic 
dissection: a 20-year experience of collaborative clin-
ical research. Circulation 2018;137:1846–60.

 39. Matthews CR, Madison M, Timsina LR, Namburi N, 
Faiza Z, Lee LS. Impact of time between diagnosis to 
treatment in acute type A aortic dissection. Sci Rep 

2021;11:3519.

 40. Pourafkari L, Tajlil A, Ghaffari S, Parvizi R, Chavoshi M, 
Kolahdouzan K, et al. The frequency of initial misdi-
agnosis of acute aortic dissection in the emergency 

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook-diagnostic-test-accuracy/current
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook-diagnostic-test-accuracy/current
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook-diagnostic-test-accuracy/current
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-0691.12474
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-0691.12474
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.282.11.1061
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.282.11.1061
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-155-8-201110180-00009
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-155-8-201110180-00009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2005.02.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2005.02.022
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.8301
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.8301
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872615594497
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872616652261
https://doi.org/10.1136/emermed-2023-213266
https://doi.org/10.1136/emermed-2023-213266
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijcard.2014.04.257
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijcard.2014.04.257
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.117.029457
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.117.029457


30

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

department and its impact on outcome. Intern Emerg 
Med 2017;12:1185–95.

 41. Sá MP, Jacquemyn X, Van den Eynde J, Chu D, Serna-
Gallegos D, Singh MJ, et al. Midterm outcomes of 
endovascular versus medical therapy for uncom-
plicated type B aortic dissection: meta-analysis of 
reconstructed time to event data. Eur J Vasc Endovasc 
Surg 2023;66:609–19.

 42. Isselbacher EM, Bonaca MP, Di Eusanio M, Froehlich 
J, Bossone E, Sechtem U, et al.; International 
Registry of Aortic Dissection (IRAD) Investigators. 
Recurrent aortic dissection: observations from the 
international registry of aortic dissection. Circulation 

2016;134:1013–24.

 43. Bojko MM, Suhail M, Bavaria JE, Bueker A, Hu RW, 
Harmon J, et al. Midterm outcomes of emergency 
surgery for acute type A aortic dissection in octoge-
narians. J Thorac Cardiovasc Surg 2022;163:2–12.e7.

 44. Ara R, Brazier J. Deriving an algorithm to convert 
the eight mean SF-36 dimension scores into a mean 
EQ-5D preference-based score from published stud-
ies (where patient level data are not available). Value 
Health 2008;11:1131–43.

 45. Meccanici F, Thijssen CG, Gökalp AL, Bom AW, de 
Bruin JL, Bekkers JA, et al. Long term health related 
quality of life after acute type B aortic dissection: a 
cross sectional survey study. Eur J Vasc Endovasc Surg 

2023;66:332–41.

 46. NHS England. 2021/22 National Cost Collection 
Data. URL: www.england.nhs.uk/costing-in-the-nhs/
national-cost-collection/ (accessed 20 December 
2021).

 47. Huang B, Li J, Law MW, Zhang J, Shen Y, Khong P. 
Radiation dose and cancer risk in retrospectively and 
prospectively ECG-gated coronary angiography using 
64-slice multidetector CT. Br J Radiol 2010;83:152–8.

 48. Goodacre S, Horspool K, Shephard N, Pollard D, Hunt 
BJ, Fuller G, et al. Selecting pregnant or postpartum 
women with suspected pulmonary embolism for 
diagnostic imaging: the DiPEP diagnostic study with 
decision-analysis modelling. Health Technol Assess 

2018;22:1–230.

 49. Ara R, Brazier JE. Populating an economic model with 
health state utility values: moving toward better prac-
tice. Value Health 2010;13:509–18.

 50. Nejim B, Mathlouthi A, Naazie I, Malas MB. The effect 
of intravenous and oral beta-blocker use in patients 
with type B thoracic aortic dissection. Ann Vasc Surg 

2022;80:170–9.

 51. Carbone A, Palladino R, Franzese M, Castaldo R, 
Ranieri B, Crisci G, et al. Health-related quality of life 

in patients with aortic dissection: an unmet need. Curr 

Probl Cardiol 2023;49:102138.

 52. Chun H, Siu KM. A diagnostic and screening strategy 
with neutrophil counts in patients with suspected 
aortic dissection in a certain time window. World J 
Emerg Med 2023;14:307–11. https://doi.org/10.5847/
wjem.j.1920-8642.2023.061

 53. Deng L, Xia Q, Diao L, Lin F, Cao Y, Han H, Song M. 
Aortic dissection detection risk score and D-dimer 
for acute aortic syndromes in the Chinese population: 
exploration of optimal thresholds and integrated diag-
nostic value. J Cardiovasc Transl Res 2023;16:886–95. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12265-023-10354-0

 54. Kodera S, Kanda J. Comparison aortic dissection detec-
tion risk score and d-dimer in diagnosis of acute aortic 
dissection. Cardiology (Switzerland) 2016;134:349.

 55. Nazerian P, Giachino F, Vanni S, Veglio MG, Castelli 
M, Lison D, et al. Diagnostic performance of the 
aortic dissection detection risk score in patients 
with suspected acute aortic dissection. Eur Heart J 
Acute Cardiovas Care 2014;3:373–81. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2048872614527010

 56. Ohle R, Anjum O, Bleeker H, McIsaac S. What Is the 
Specificity of the aortic dissection detection risk 
score in a low-prevalence population? Acad Emerg 

Med 2019;26:632–8. https://doi.org/10.1111/acem. 
13634

 57. Rotella JA, Goel V, Chan T, Yeoh M, Taylor DM. 
Aortic dissection detection risk score has high 
sensitivity with moderate inter-rater reliability. 
Emerg Med Australas 2018;30:720–1. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1742-6723.13152

 58. Yamashita A, Maeda T, Kita Y, Sakagami S, Myojo Y, 
Wato Y, et al. The impact of prehospital assessment 
and EMS transport of acute aortic syndrome patients. 
Am J Emerg Med 2018;36:1188–94. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ajem.2017.12.005

 59. Akutsu K, Sato N, Yamamoto T, Morita N, Takagi H, 
Fujita N, et al. A rapid bedside D-dimer assay (cardiac 
D-dimer) for screening of clinically suspected acute 
aortic dissection. Circulation J 2005;69:397–403.

 60. Derksen B, Glober N, Darocki M, Klingfus M, Choi 
M, Brennan JJ, et al. Is the highly sensitive HemosIL 
D-dimer a valuable screening tool to rule out aortic 
dissection? Acad Emerg Med 2018;25:S197–S8.

 61. Ersel M, Aksay E, Kiyan S, Bayraktaroglu S, 
Yuruktumen A, Ozsarac M, Calkavur T. Can D-dimer 
testing help emergency department physicians to 
detect acute aortic dissections? Anadolu Kardiyol 
Derg 2010;10:434–9. https://doi.org/10.5152/
akd.2010.142

www.england.nhs.uk/costing-in-the-nhs/national-cost-collection/
www.england.nhs.uk/costing-in-the-nhs/national-cost-collection/
https://doi.org/10.5847/wjem.j.1920-8642.2023.061
https://doi.org/10.5847/wjem.j.1920-8642.2023.061
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12265-023-10354-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872614527010
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872614527010
https://doi.org/10.1111/acem.13634
https://doi.org/10.1111/acem.13634
https://doi.org/10.1111/1742-6723.13152
https://doi.org/10.1111/1742-6723.13152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajem.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajem.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.5152/akd.2010.142
https://doi.org/10.5152/akd.2010.142


31This synopsis should be referenced as follows:

Goodacre S, Pandor A, Thokala P, Ren S, Essat M, Ren S, et al. Diagnostic strategies for suspected acute aortic syndrome: Systematic review, meta-analysis, decision-analytic modelling and value 
of information analysis. Health Technol Assess 2025;29(45). https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

 62. Fan Q-K, Wang W-W, Zhang Z-L, Liu Z-J, Yang J, 
Zhao G-S, et al. Evaluation of D-dimer in the diag-
nosis of suspected aortic dissection. Clin Chem Lab 

Med 2010;48:1733–7. https://doi.org/10.1515/
CCLM.2010.337

 63. Giachino F, Loiacono M, Lucchiari M, Manzo M, 
Battista S, Saglio E, et al. Rule out of acute aortic 
dissection with plasma matrix metalloproteinase 8 in 
the emergency department. Crit Care 2013;17:R33. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/cc12536

 64. Lee D, Kim YW, Kim TY, Lee S, Do HH, Seo JS, Lee JH. 
Age-adjusted D-dimer in ruling out acute aortic syn-
drome. Emerg Med Int 2022;2022:6864756. https://
doi.org/10.1155/2022/6864756

 65. Levcik M, Kettner J, Jabor A, Kautzner J. Utility of 
plasma D-dimer levels in the diagnosis of acute aortic 
dissection. Cor et Vasa 2013;55:e510–4. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.crvasa.2013.04.009

 66. Li W, Fan X, Xu J, Zhang W, Wang X, Sun K, Hui R. 
The value of D-dimer in acute aortic dissection: the 
experience of China. Atheroscler Suppl 2010;11:197.

 67. Li W, Huang B, Tian L, Yang Y, Zhang W, Wang X, 
et al. Admission D-dimer testing for differentiating 
acute aortic dissection from other causes of acute 
chest pain. Arch Med Sci 2017;13:591–6. https://doi.
org/10.5114/aoms.2017.67280

 68. Meng J, Mellnick VM, Monteiro S, Patlas MN. Acute 
aortic syndrome: yield of computed tomography angi-
ography in patients with acute chest pain. Can Assoc 

Radiol J 2019;70:23–8.

 69. Peng W, Peng Z, Chai X, Zhu Q, Yang G, Zhao Q, Zhou 
S. Potential biomarkers for early diagnosis of acute 
aortic dissection. Heart Lung 2015;44:205–8. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.hrtlng.2015.01.006

 70. Spinner T, Spes C, Mudra H. Elevated d-dimer at acute 
chest pain: pulmonary embolism or aortic dissection?. 
[German]. Intensivmed Notfallmed 2006;43:570–4.

 71. Stanojlovic T, Pavlovic MP, Ciric-Zdravkovic SCZ, 
Radosavljevic MR, Topic VT, BDJ D. P468 Utility of 
D-dimer testing in ruling out the diagnosis of acute 
aortic syndrome. Eur Heart J Acute Cardiovasc Care 

2013;2 (supplement 1).

 72. Suzuki T, Distante A, Zizza A, Trimarchi S, Villani M, 
Salerno Uriarte JA, et al.; IRAD-Bio Investigators. 
Diagnosis of acute aortic dissection by D-dimer: the 
international registry of acute aortic dissection sub-
study on biomarkers (IRAD-Bio) experience. Circulation 

2009;119:2702–7. https://doi.org/10.1161/
CIRCULATIONAHA.108.833004

 73. Wang Y, Tan X, Gao H, Yuan H, Hu R, Jia L, et al. Magnitude 
of soluble ST2 as a novel biomarker for acute aortic 

dissection. Circulation 2018;137:259–69. https://doi.
org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.117.030469

 74. Wilson S, Kinni H, Smoot T, Mahan M, Nowak R. 
Overutilization of computed tomography angiography 
for acute aortic dissection: Identifying additional need 
for a reliable screening biomarker. Acad Emerg Med 

2016;1:S56–S7.

 75. Xue C, Li Y. Value of D-Dimers in patients with acute 
aortic dissection. J Nanjing Med Univ 2007;21:86–8.

 76. Zhang H, Yuan N, Guo J, Hou M. Comparisons of 
potential values of D-dimer and the neutrophil-to- 
lymphocyte ratio in patients with suspected acute 
aortic syndrome. Am J Emerg Med 2023;69:44–51.

 77. Lian R, Zhang T, Liu J, Hu T, Li G, Zhang S, et al. Routine 
use of a pocket-sized handheld echoscopic device plus 
a biomarker by emergency medicine residents with an 
early screening algorithm for suspected type A acute 
aortic syndrome. J Clin Med 2023;12:1346. https://
doi.org/10.3390/jcm12041346

 78. Morello F, Bartalucci A, Bironzo M, Santoro M, Pivetta 
E, Ianniello A, et al. Prospective diagnostic accuracy 
study of plasma soluble ST2 for diagnosis of acute 
aortic syndromes. Sci Rep 2020;10:3103. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41598-020-59884-6

 79. Morello F, Cavalot G, Giachino F, Tizzani M, 
Nazerian P, Carbone F, et al. White blood cell and 
platelet count as adjuncts to standard clinical 
evaluation for risk assessment in patients at low 
probability of acute aortic syndrome. European Heart 

J Acute Cardiovasc Care 2017;6:389–95. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2048872615600097

 80. Morello F, Oddi M, Cavalot G, Ianniello A, Giachino 
F, Nazerian P, et al. Prospective diagnostic and 
prognostic study of copeptin in suspected acute 
aortic syndromes. Sci Rep 2018;8:16713. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41598-018-35016-z

 81. Morello F, Ravetti A, Nazerian P, Liedl G, Veglio MG, 
Battista S, et al. Plasma Lactate dehydrogenase levels 
predict mortality in acute aortic syndromes: a diag-
nostic accuracy and observational outcome study. 
Medicine (Baltimore) 2016;95:e2776. https://doi.
org/10.1097/MD.0000000000002776

 82. Suzuki T, Distante A, Zizza A, Trimarchi S, Villani M, 
Salerno Uriarte JA, et al.; International Registry of 
Acute Aortic Dissection Substudy on Biomarkers 
(IRAD-Bio) Investigators. Preliminary experience with 
the smooth muscle troponin-like protein, calponin, 
as a novel biomarker for diagnosing acute aortic 
dissection. Eur Heart J 2008;29:1439–45. https://doi.
org/10.1093/eurheartj/ehn162

 83. von Kodolitsch Y, Schwartz AG, Nienaber CA. Clinical 
prediction of acute aortic dissection. Arch Intern Med 

2000;160:2977–82.

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://doi.org/10.1515/CCLM.2010.337
https://doi.org/10.1515/CCLM.2010.337
https://doi.org/10.1186/cc12536
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/6864756
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/6864756
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crvasa.2013.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crvasa.2013.04.009
https://doi.org/10.5114/aoms.2017.67280
https://doi.org/10.5114/aoms.2017.67280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrtlng.2015.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrtlng.2015.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.108.833004
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.108.833004
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.117.030469
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.117.030469
https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm12041346
https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm12041346
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-59884-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-59884-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872615600097
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872615600097
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-35016-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-35016-z
https://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000002776
https://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000002776
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurheartj/ehn162
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurheartj/ehn162


32

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

 84. Duceau B, Alsac JM, Bellenfant F, Mailloux A, 
Champigneulle B, Fave G, et al. Prehospital triage 
of acute aortic syndrome using a machine learning 
algorithm. Br J Surg 2020;107:995–1003. https://doi.
org/10.1002/bjs.11442

 85. Cakir A, Payza U, Aksun S, Kayali A, Karakaya Z, 
Topal FE. Validity of signal peptide-cub-egf domain- 
containing protein-1 (Scube-1) in the diagnosis of 
aortic dissection. Signa Vitae 2021;17:112–6.

 86. Cheng N, Wang H, Zhang W, Wang H, Jin X, Ma X, 
Ma Y. Comparative proteomic investigation of plasma 
reveals novel potential biomarker groups for acute 
aortic dissection. Dis Markers 2020;2020:4785068. 
https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/4785068

 87. Dong J, Bao J, Feng R, Zhao Z, Lu Q, Wang G, et 

al. Circulating microRNAs: a novel potential bio-
marker for diagnosing acute aortic dissection. 
Sci Rep 2017;7:12784. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41598-017-13104-w

 88. Dong J, Duan X, Feng R, Zhao Z, Feng X, Lu Q, et 

al. Diagnostic implication of fibrin degradation 
products and D-dimer in aortic dissection. Sci Rep 

2017;7:43957. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep43957

 89. Eggebrecht H, Naber CK, Bruch C, Kroger K, von 
Birgelen C, Schmermund A, et al. Value of plasma fibrin 
D-dimers for detection of acute aortic dissection. J 
Am Coll Cardiol 2004;44:804–9.

 90. Fletcher A, Syed M, Iskander Z, Debono S, Dweck M, 
Huang J, et al. Plasma desmosine as a biomarker in 
acute aortic syndrome. Eur Heart J 2021;42:ehab724.

 91. Forrer A, Schoenrath F, Torzewski M, Schmid J, 
Franke UFW, Gobel N, et al. Novel blood biomarkers 
for a diagnostic workup of acute aortic dissection. 
Diagnostics (Basel, Switzerland) 2021;11:615. https://
doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics11040615

 92. Goliopoulou A, Oikonomou E, Antonopoulos A, 
Koumallos N, Gazouli M, Theofilis P, et al. Expression 
of tissue microRNAs in ascending aortic aneurysms 
and dissections. Angiology 2022;74:88–94.

 93. Hagiwara A, Sakamoto D, Sasaki R, Kobayashi K, Sato 
T, Kimira A. Diagnosis of acute aortic dissection using 
a fibrinolytic marker. Crit Care Med 2010;12:A178.

 94. Hagiwara A, Shimbo T, Kimira A, Sasaki R, Kobayashi K, 
Sato T. Using fibrin degradation products level to facil-
itate diagnostic evaluation of potential acute aortic 
dissection. J Thromb Thrombolysis 2013;35:15–22. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11239-012-0779-6

 95. Han C, Liu Q, Li Y, Zang W, Zhou J. S100A1 
as a potential biomarker for the diagnosis of 
patients with acute aortic dissection. J Int Med 
Res 2021;49:3000605211004512. https://doi.
org/10.1177/03000605211004512

 96. Hazui H, Fukumoto H, Negoro N, Hoshiga M, 
Muraoka H, Nishimoto M, et al. Simple and useful 
tests for discriminating between acute aortic dis-
section of the ascending aorta and acute myocardial 
infarction in the emergency setting. Circulation J 

2005;69:677–82.

 97. Jiang Y, Tang X, Wang Y, Chen W, Xue Y, Cao H, et al. 

Serum oxylipin profiles identify potential biomarkers 
in patients with acute aortic dissection. Metabolites 

2022;12:587.

 98. Konig KC, Lahm H, Dresen M, Doppler SA, Eichhorn 
S, Beck N, et al. Aggrecan: a new biomarker for acute 
type A aortic dissection. Sci Rep 2021;11:10371. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-89653-y

 99. Li T, Jiang B, Li X, Sun HY, Li XT, Jing JJ, Yang J. Serum 
matrix metalloproteinase-9 is a valuable biomarker 
for identification of abdominal and thoracic aortic 
aneurysm: a case-control study. BMC Cardiovasc 
Disord 2018;18:202. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s12872-018-0931-0

 100. Li T, Zhou Y, Li D, Zeng Z, Zhang S. The role of genome-
scale leukocyte long noncoding RNA in identifying 
acute aortic dissection. Signa Vitae 2022;18:101–10.

 101. Liu X, Zheng X, Su X, Tian W, Hu Y, Zhang Z. Plasma 
resistin levels in patients with acute aortic dissec-
tion: a propensity score-matched observational 
case- control study. Med Sci Monit 2018;24:6431–7. 
https://doi.org/10.12659/MSM.909469

 102. Lu P, Feng X, Li R, Deng P, Li S, Xiao J, et al. A Novel 
serum biomarker model to discriminate aortic dis-
section from coronary artery disease. Dis Markers 

2022;2022:9716424.

 103. Ohle R, Um J, Anjum O, Bleeker H, Luo L, Wells G, 
Perry JJ. High risk clinical features for acute aortic 
dissection: a case-control study. Acad Emerg Med 

2018;25:378–87.

 104. Ohlmann P, Faure A, Morel O, Petit H, Kabbaj H, 
Meyer N, et al. Diagnostic and prognostic value of 
circulating D-dimers in patients with acute aortic 
dissection. Crit Care Med 2006;34:1358–64.

 105. Okazaki T, Yamamoto Y, Yoda K, Nagahiro S. The 
ratio of D-dimer to brain natriuretic peptide may 
help to differentiate between cerebral infarction 
with and without acute aortic dissection. J Neurol 
Sci 2014;340:133–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jns.2014.03.011

 106. Pan X, Zhou Y, Yang G, He Z, Zhang H, Peng Z, et 

al. Lysophosphatidic acid may be a novel bio-
marker for early acute aortic dissection. Front 

Surg 2021;8:789992. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fsurg.2021.789992

https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.11442
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.11442
https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/4785068
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-13104-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-13104-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep43957
https://doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics11040615
https://doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics11040615
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11239-012-0779-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/03000605211004512
https://doi.org/10.1177/03000605211004512
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-89653-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12872-018-0931-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12872-018-0931-0
https://doi.org/10.12659/MSM.909469
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jns.2014.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jns.2014.03.011
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsurg.2021.789992
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsurg.2021.789992


33This synopsis should be referenced as follows:

Goodacre S, Pandor A, Thokala P, Ren S, Essat M, Ren S, et al. Diagnostic strategies for suspected acute aortic syndrome: Systematic review, meta-analysis, decision-analytic modelling and value 
of information analysis. Health Technol Assess 2025;29(45). https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

 107. Sbarouni E, Georgiadou P, Analitis A, Voudris V. High 
neutrophil to lymphocyte ratio in type A acute aortic 
dissection facilitates diagnosis and predicts worse 
outcome. Expert Rev Mol Diagn 2015;15:965–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1586/14737159.2015.1042367

 108. Sbarouni E, Georgiadou P, Kosmas E, Analitis A, 
Voudris V. Platelet to lymphocyte ratio in acute aortic 
dissection. J Clin Lab Anal 2018;32:e22447. https://
doi.org/10.1002/jcla.22447

 109. Sbarouni E, Georgiadou P, Marathias A, Geroulanos 
S, Kremastinos DT. D-dimer and BNP levels in acute 
aortic dissection. Int J Cardiol 2007;122:170–2.

 110. Shinohara T, Suzuki K, Okada M, Shiigai M, Shimizu 
M, Maehara T, Ohsuzu F. Soluble elastin fragments 
in serum are elevated in acute aortic dissection. 
Arterioscler Thromb Vasc Biol 2003;23:1839–44.

 111. Song R, Xu N, Luo L, Zhang T, Duan H. Diagnostic 
value of aortic dissection risk score, coagulation 
function, and laboratory indexes in acute aortic dis-
section. Biomed Res Int 2022;2022:7447230.

 112. Suzuki T, Katoh H, Watanabe M, Kurabayashi M, 
Hiramori K, Hori S, et al. Novel biochemical diagnostic 
method for aortic dissection: results of a prospective 
study using an immunoassay of smooth muscle 
myosin heavy chain. Circulation 1996;93:1244–9.

 113. Suzuki T, Trimarchi S, Sawaki D, Grassi V, Costa E, 
Rampoldi V, et al. Circulating transforming growth 
factor-beta levels in acute aortic dissection. J Am Coll 
Cardiol 2011;58:775.

 114. Wagner A, Domanovits H, Holzer M, Kofler J, Röggla 
M, Müllner M, et al. Plasma endothelin in patients with 
acute aortic disease. Resuscitation 2002;53:71–6.

 115. Xiao Z, Xue Y, Yao C, Gu G, Zhang Y, Zhang J, et al. 

Acute aortic dissection biomarkers identified using 
isobaric tags for relative and absolute quantitation. 
Biomed Res Int 2016;2016:6421451. https://doi.
org/10.1155/2016/6421451

 116. Xu Z, Wang Q, Pan J, Sheng X, Hou D, Chong H, et 

al. Characterization of serum miRNAs as molecular 
biomarkers for acute Stanford type A aortic dissec-
tion diagnosis. Sci Rep 2017;7:13659. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41598-017-13696-3

 117. Xu Z, Wei M, Guo X, Zhang Q, Ma Y, Gao Z, Teng Z. 
Changes of serum D-dimer, NT-proBNP, and tropo-
nin I levels in patients with acute aortic dissection 
and the clinical significance. Evid Based Complement 

Alternat Med 2022;2022:8309505.

 118. Yuan SM, Shi YH, Wang JJ, Lu FQ, Gao S. Elevated 
plasma D-dimer and hypersensitive C-reactive pro-
tein levels may indicate aortic disorders. Rev Bras Cir 

Cardiovasc 2011;26:573–81.

 119. Zeng Q, Rong Y, Li D, Wu Z, He Y, Zhang H, Huang 
L. Identification of serum biomarker in acute aortic 
dissection by global and targeted metabolomics. 
Ann Vasc Surg 2020;68:497–504. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.avsg.2020.06.026

 120. Zhang D, Zhao X, Wang B, Liu X, Aizezi A, Ma X. 
Circulating exosomal miRNAs as novel biomarkers for 
acute aortic dissection: a diagnostic accuracy study. 
Medicine (Baltimore) 2023;102:e34474. https://doi.
org/10.1097/MD.0000000000034474

 121. Zhao G, Zhao Y, Zhang H. Value of duration of chest 
pain, troponin, and D-dimer in differentiating acute 
high-risk chest pain patient. Acta Med Mediterr 
2020;36:1587–91.

 122. Zheng Z, Zi Y, Jialin Y, Weiping W, Hong Z. Value 
of D-dimer for detection of acute aortic dissection. 
Heart 2012;2:E268.

 123. Tsutsumi Y, Tsujimoto Y, Takahashi S, Tsuchiya A, 
Fukuma S, Yamamoto Y, Fukuhara S. Accuracy of 
aortic dissection detection risk score alone or with 
D-dimer: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Eur 

Heart J Acute Cardiovasc Care 2020;9:S32–9. https://
doi.org/10.1177/2048872620901831

 124. Asha SE, Miers JW. A Systematic review and 
meta-analysis of D-dimer as a rule-out test for 
suspected acute aortic dissection. Ann Emerg 

Med 2015;66:368–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
annemergmed.2015.02.013

 125. Taylor RA, Iyer NS. A decision analysis to determine 
a testing threshold for computed tomographic 
angiography and D-dimer in the evaluation of aortic 
dissection. Am J Emerg Med 2013;31:1047–55.

 126. Steinhauser S, Schumacher M, Rücker G. Modelling 
multiple thresholds in meta-analysis of diagnos-
tic test accuracy studies. BMC Med Res Methodol 
2016;16:1–15.

 127. Manouchehri S, Wilson S, Ticehurst F. 1718 Another 
CT aortogram request? A 1 year retrospective case 
note review of all ED-requested CT aortograms. 
Emerg Med J 2022;39:A987–A8.

 128. Sen I, Erben YM, Franco-Mesa C, DeMartino RR. 
Epidemiology of aortic dissection. Semin Vasc 
Surg 2021;34:10–7. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.
semvascsurg.2021.02.003

 129. Berretta P, Patel HJ, Gleason TG, Sundt TM, Myrmel 
T, Desai N, et al. IRAD experience on surgical type 
A acute dissection patients: results and predictors of 
mortality. Ann Cardiothorac Surg 2016;5:346–51.

 130. Bossone E, Pyeritz RE, O’Gara P, Harris KM, 
Braverman AC, Pape L, et al.; International Registry 
of Acute Aortic Dissection (IRAD) Investigators. 
Acute aortic dissection in blacks: insights from the 

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
https://doi.org/10.1586/14737159.2015.1042367
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcla.22447
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcla.22447
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/6421451
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/6421451
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-13696-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-13696-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avsg.2020.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avsg.2020.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000034474
https://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000034474
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872620901831
https://doi.org/10.1177/2048872620901831
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2015.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2015.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.semvascsurg.2021.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.semvascsurg.2021.02.003


34

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

DOI: 10.3310/GGOP6363 Health Technology Assessment 2025 Vol. 29 No. 45

International Registry of Acute Aortic Dissection. Am 

J Med 2013;126:909–15.

 131. The Aortic Dissection Charitable Trust. 2023 

RESEARCH AWARD: AORTA-AI: Rapid Acute Aortic 
Syndrome Diagnosis using Artificial Intelligence. 2024. 

URL: https://aorticdissectioncharitabletrust.org/

research/aorta-ai-rapid-acute-aortic-syndrome-di-
agnosis-using-artificial-intelligence/ (accessed 7 

November 2024).

 132. Goodacre S, Lechene V, Cooper G, Wilson S, Zhong 
J. Acute aortic syndrome. BMJ 2024;386:e080870. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2024-080870

Appendix 1 Statistical models for the meta-
analysis

Model for a single threshold

A bivariate model is used for analysing sensitivity and 
specificity jointly by allowing for correlation between 
them.23 In particular, the observed number of TPs in 
study i, TP

i
, is assumed to be binomially distributed with 

parameter, πAi , representing the study-specific sensitivity 
given the total number of positives on the reference test 
such that:

 TPi ∼ Binomial ((TPi + FNi) , πAi) . 

Similarly, the observed number of TNs in study i, TN
i
, is 

assumed to be binomially distributed with parameter, πBi,  
representing the study-specific specificity given the total 
number of negatives on the reference test such that:

 TNi ∼ Binomial ((TNi + FPi) , πBi) . 

The probabilities are transformed to a logit scale:

 µAi = logit (πAi) , 

 µBi = logit (πBi) . 

The study-specific sensitivity and specificity are jointly 
modelled using a bivariate normal distribution:
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where mA and mB represent the population mean for logit 
sensitivity and specificity; σ2A represents the variability in 
the logit sensitivity between studies, σ2B represents the 
variability in the logit specificity between studies and 
σAB represents the covariance of the logit sensitivity and 

logit specificity. Specifically, we rewrite the covariance 
as σAB = ρσAσB , with ρ  being the correlation coefficient 
and we place prior distributions over ρ, σA, σB in the 

Bayesian analysis.

Model for multiple thresholds

The ADD-RS can take value between zero and three, with 
multiple thresholds commonly used in practice. In order to 
accommodate the estimates of sensitivity and specificity 
at multiple thresholds from each study, we adopted a 
multinomial meta-analysis model developed by Jones et 

al.28 The model is briefly described as follows.

For each study i, we have the number of healthy patients 
Ni, the number of diseased patients Pi, and the number 
of thresholds Ti. Test results above a given threshold are 
considered positive. The number of FPs and TPs at threshold 
Ci,t are denoted by (FPi,t, TPi,t), with t = 1, 2, . . . , Ti.

Jones et al.28 proposed to model the dependency between 
different threshold values by linking the results from 
different thresholds using conditional distributions. 
Specifically, the observed count data (FPi,t, TPi,t) at 

threshold Ci,t are modelled using the following formula,

 FPi,1 ∼ Binomial (Ni, FPRi,1 ) ,  

FPi,t|FPi,t−1 ∼ Binomial (FPi,t−1, FPRi,t/FPRi,t−1) ,  

 
TPi,1 ∼ Binomial (Pi, TPRi,1 ) ,

 

 

TPi,t|TPi,t−1 ∼ Binomial (TPi,t−1, TPRi,t/TPRi,t−1) .
 

Here, FPRi,t and TPRi,t represent the FP rates and TP rates 
of study i at threshold t, respectively.

In the multinomial meta-analysis model, FPRi,t and TPRi,t 

depend on the individual mean and scale parameters 
µAi, µBi, log(σAi), log(σBi), and the specific threshold Ci,t by 
the following specification,

https://aorticdissectioncharitabletrust.org/research/aorta-ai-rapid-acute-aortic-syndrome-diagnosis-using-artificial-intelligence/
https://aorticdissectioncharitabletrust.org/research/aorta-ai-rapid-acute-aortic-syndrome-diagnosis-using-artificial-intelligence/
https://aorticdissectioncharitabletrust.org/research/aorta-ai-rapid-acute-aortic-syndrome-diagnosis-using-artificial-intelligence/
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2024-080870
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logit (FPRi,t) =

µAi − g (Ci,t)

σAi

,
 

 
logit (TPRi,t) =

µBi − g (Ci,t)

σBi

.
 

For the transformation g(), we use a natural logarithm, 
g() = log() for computational convenience. More details 
about a flexible form of transformation can be found in 
Jones et al.28

The individual parameters µAi, µBi, log(σAi), log(σBi) are  

assumed to be normally distributed with mean parameters  
mA, mB, sA, sB and a four-dimensional variance-covariance 

matrix  Σ, 

á
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log(σBi)
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ë
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Correlations are generally expected across the four 
sets of random effects µAi, µBi, log(σAi), log(σBi), and the 

correlation matrix can be pre-specified accordingly. 
Different correlation structures are described in Jones 
et al.28 including a full correlation matrix which allows 
for all possible between-study correlations, a structured 
correlation matrix and an independence model that 
assumes independence of the random effects.

Prior specification

Prior distributions are required for the hyperparameters. 
For the D-dimer main analysis with 18 studies and 
sensitivity analysis with 25 studies, a non-informative 
prior was used for the bivariate model. Specifically, a 
normal distribution N (0, 100) is used as the prior for the 
mean parameters mA, mB, a uniform distribution U (0, 5) 
is used as the prior for the SD of the random effects σA, σB 
and a uniform distribution U (−1, 1) is used as prior over 
the correlation coefficient ρ .

For the ADD-RS main analysis with 12 studies, we 
adopted a reference prior for the hyperparameters as 
recommended by Jones et al.28 Specifically, a normal 
distribution N (0, 100) is used as the prior for the mean 
parameters mA, mB, sA, sB, and a uniform distribution 
U (0, 5) is used as the prior for the SD of the random 
effects µAi, µBi, log(σAi), log(σBi). For the correlation 

structure, we explored using an independent correlation 
matrix with the four sets of parameters assumed to be 
independent of each other, and a structured correlation 
matrix with a uniform distribution U (−1, 1) used as prior 
over the correlation coefficient.

After a total 1,000,000 iterations with a burn-in of 
100,000 and thinning of 10, the deviance information 
criterion (DIC) is 239.51 with an independent reference 
prior and the DIC is 239.54 with the structured reference 
prior. Including additional parameters for between-study 
correlations did not improve the model fit according to 
the DIC. Therefore, the simpler independence model was 
used in the ADD-RS main analysis. The point estimates 
of the pooled sensitivity and the specificity of the two 
different priors are quite similar, and the Crls and the PrI 
are slightly wider for the structure prior compared to the 
independent prior, as presented in Table 9.

For the ADD-RS sensitivity analysis, ADD-RS with 
D-dimer analysis, and Canadian guideline analysis, we 
used informative priors for the SD as there are only 
limited number of studies available for analysis. The use 
of informative prior can help to incorporate external 
information into the model so that a better estimation 
can be obtained for the between-study correlation matrix. 
An informative prior is obtained by fitting a parametric 
distribution to the posterior samples from the ADD-RS 
main analysis. We found that the gamma distribution 
has a good fit to the posterior samples and a good 
convergence, compared to the log-normal distribution 
and the normal distribution. Specifically, we selected 
gamma distributions Γ (13.2, 44.7), Γ (7.4, 38.3), 

Γ (9.3, 38.1), Γ (4.4, 15.2) as the prior distribution 
over the SD.

We also explored using a reference prior with an 
independent correlation structure for the ADD-RS 
sensitivity analysis and ADD-RS with D-dimer analysis, 
which means that a normal distribution N (0, 100) is 

used as the prior distribution over the mean parameters 
mA, mB, sA, sB, and a uniform distribution U(0, 5) is used 
as the prior over the SD of the random effects. Results 
of the ADD-RS sensitivity analysis, ADD-RS with D-dimer 
analysis, and Canadian guideline analysis with different 
priors are presented in Table 9. The point estimates of the 
pooled sensitivity and the specificity of the two different 
priors are quite similar. The PrI and the CrI are wider with 
the reference prior compared to the informative prior.

https://doi.org/10.3310/GGOP6363
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TABLE 9 Pooled estimates for each analysis

Strategy Threshold Prior specification
Sensitivity (%) (95% CrI)
(95% PrI)

Specificity (%)
(95% CrI)
(95% PrI)

ADD-RS main analysis ADD-RS > 0 Independent reference prior
(preferred)

94.6
(90 to 97.5)
(72.6 to 99.7)

34.7
(20.7 to 51.2)
(3.3 to 86.9)

Structured reference prior 94.6
(89.8 to 97.6)
(69.7 to 99.8)

34.6
(19.7 to 52.8)
(2.5 to 89.6)

ADD-RS > 1 Independent reference prior
(preferred)

43.4
(31.2 to 57.1)
(9.9 to 83.3)

89.3
(80.4 to 94.8)
(41.9 to 99.5)

Structured reference prior 43.5
(30.5 to 58.2)
(8.5 to 85.8)

89.3
(79.2 to 95.1)
(36.2 to 99.6)

ADD-RS with D-dimer 
analysis

ADD-RS > 0 or 
D-dimer > 500

Informative gamma prior
(preferred)

99.8
(98.7 to 100)
(96.1 to 100)

21.8
(12.1 to 32.6)
(2.6 to 50.7)

Reference prior 99.7
(96.9100)
(74.1 to 100)

22.1
(6.6 to 39.9)
(0.1 to 69.1)

ADD-RS > or 
D-dimer > 500

Informative gamma prior
(preferred)

98.3
(94.9 to 99.5) (86.4 to 100)

51.4
(38.7 to 64.1)
(18.5 to 83.5)

Reference prior 98.3
(89.2 to 99.8)
(44 to 100)

51.4
(31.6 to 71.8)
(4.6 to 96.5)

ADD RS > 1 to 
ADD RS = 1 and 
D-dimer > 500

Informative gamma prior
(preferred)

93.1
(87.1 to 96.3)
 (74.1 to 98.3)

67.1
(54.4 to 77.7)
(33.4 to 89.3)

Reference prior 93.1
(81.8 to 97)
(50 to 99.3)

67.1
(47.5 to 82.3)
(19.2 to 94.7)

ADD-RS sensitivity 
analysis

ADD-RS > 0 Informative gamma prior
(preferred)

95.1
(88.5 to 98.4)
(72.9 to 99.8)

38
(20.1 to 59.1)
(4.5 to 86.8)

Reference prior 95.1
(86.1 to 98.8)
(64.4 to 99.9)

38
(20.1 to 58.7)
(4 to 86.7)

ADD-RS > 1 Informative gamma prior
(preferred)

41.6
(24.8 to 59.1)
(8.1 to 82.5)

91.7
(81.7 to 97)
(53.7 to 99.6)

Reference prior 41.7
(21.9 to 61.8)
(4.9 to 87.7)

91.7
(81.1 to 97.4)
(54.5 to 99.8)
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