Journal Pre-proof

The measurement properties of assessment tools for chronic
wounds: a systematic review.

Steven Smet, Sebastian Probst, Samantha Holloway ,
Anika Fourie , Hilde Beele , Dimitri Beeckman

PII: S0020-7489(21)00145-0

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2021.103998
Reference: NS 103998

To appear in: International Journal of Nursing Studies
Received date: 10 February 2021

Revised date: 20 April 2021

Accepted date: 29 May 2021

Please cite this article as: Steven Smet, Sebastian Probst, Samantha Holloway , Anika Fourie ,
Hilde Beele, Dimitri Beeckman, The measurement properties of assessment tools for
chronic wounds: a systematic review., International Journal of Nursing Studies (2021), doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2021.103998

This is a PDF file of an article that has undergone enhancements after acceptance, such as the addition
of a cover page and metadata, and formatting for readability, but it is not yet the definitive version of
record. This version will undergo additional copyediting, typesetting and review before it is published
in its final form, but we are providing this version to give early visibility of the article. Please note that,
during the production process, errors may be discovered which could affect the content, and all legal
disclaimers that apply to the journal pertain.

(© 2021 Published by Elsevier Ltd.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2021.103998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2021.103998

Journal Pre-proof

The measurement properties of assessment tools for chronic wounds: a

systematic review.

Author names

Steven Smet'?, Sebastian Probst®, Samantha Holloway*, Anika Fourie', Hilde
Beele?®, Dimitri Beeckman®®

Affiliations

! Skin Integrity Research Group (SKINT), University Centre for Nursing and
Midwifery, Department of Public Health and Primary Care, Ghent University,
C. Heymanslaan 10, 9000 Ghent, Belgium

2 \Wound Care Center, Ghent University Hospital, C. Heymanslaan 10, 9000
Ghent, Belgium

3 School of Health, University of Applied Sciences Western Switzerland, HES-
SO Genéve, Avenue de Champel 47, CH-1206 Geneva, Switzerland

* Centre for Medical Education, School of Medicine, Cardiff University, Cardiff,
CF14 4YS, UK

®> Department of Dermatology, Ghent University Hospital, C. Heymanslaan 10,
9000 Ghent, Belgium

® School of Health Sciences, Orebro University, Sweden

Steven.Smet@uzgent.be; Twitter @ StevenSmet

Sebastian.Probst@hesge.ch; Twitter @probstseb
HollowaySL1@cardiff.ac.uk; Twitter @MScWHTR
Anika.Fourie@ugent.be; Twitter @anika_fourie

Hilde.Beele@uzgent.be

Dimitri.Beeckman@ugent.be; Twitter @DimitriBeeckman

Corresponding author:

Steven Smet

Ghent University Hospital, Wound Care Center, route 1377
C. Heymanslaan 10

9000 Ghent, Belgium

Tel: +32 (0) 9 332 87 93

E-mail: Steven.Smet@uzgent.be




Journal Pre-proof

Abstract

Background: Chronic wounds are an increasing problem in the aging population, patients
experience a lower health-related quality of life and the care for these patients is associated
with high costs. Thorough wound assessments facilitate objective monitoring of wound status
and progress. A wound assessment tool can guide clinicians in these wound assessments

and in recording wound progress or deterioration.

Objective: Systematically identify assessment tools for chronic wounds, investigate their

measurement properties, and summarize the data per assessment tool.
Design: Systematic review

Methods: The databases Medline (PubMed interface), Embase, CINAHL, and CENTRAL
were systematically searched until May 2020 (updated in February 2021). Studies reporting
the development and/or the evaluation of measurement properties of assessment tools for
chronic wounds were included. The “Consensus-based Standards for the selection of health
Measurement Instruments” risk of Bias checklist was applied to evaluate the methodological
quality of the included studies. Each reported measurement property was rated against
criteria for good measurement properties. The evidence was summarized and the quality of
the evidence was graded using a modified Grades of Recommendation, Assessment,
Development, and Evaluation approach. Study selection, data extraction and quality appraisal

were conducted independently by two reviewers and double-checked by a third reviewer.

Results: Twenty-seven studies describing the measurement properties of fourteen
assessment tools for chronic wounds were included. None of the studies reported a content
validity evaluation by a relevance study or a comprehensiveness study in professionals. Six
articles reported the development or revision of an existing assessment tool. The reported
measurement properties included: structural validity (5 studies), reliability (18 studies),
hypotheses testing for construct validity (18 studies) and responsiveness (7 studies). Internal
consistency, cross-cultural validity / measurement invariance and measurement error were
not reported. If criterion validity was assessed, the results were allocated to hypotheses

testing for construct validity as no ‘gold standard’ is available.

Conclusions: Fourteen assessment tools for chronic wounds were identified. Construct

validity (by hypotheses testing) and responsiveness of the Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing
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version 3.0 were supported by sufficient ratings based on moderate to high level quality of
evidence. Reliability of the (Revised) Photographic Wound Assessment Tool had a sufficient
rating based on moderate quality of evidence. The ratings of the measurement properties of
the other wound assessment tools were either insufficient or indeterminate, or a sufficient

result was supported by low to very low quality of evidence.
Registration number in PROSPERO: CRD42020183920

Tweetable abstract:

“A systematic review giving a clear overview of the measurement properties of available

assessment tools for chronic wounds.”

Contribution of the paper

What is already known about the topic?
e Healthcare professionals are challenged with managing a variety of wounds and a
wound assessment tool can guide the clinician in wound assessment and in recording

wound progress or deterioration.

e There is a lack of consensus regarding the key elements needed to conduct a

comprehensive wound assessment.
What this paper adds

e Twenty-seven papers containing fourteen instruments for the assessment of chronic

wounds were included and examined for their measurement properties.

e The construct validity and responsiveness of the Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing
(PUSH) version 3.0 and the reliability of the (revised) Photographic Wound
Assessment Tool (PWAT and revPWAT) have adequate ratings based on moderate

to high quality evidence.

e Most measurement properties of available assessment tools for chronic wounds have
indeterminate or inadequate ratings and are based on low to very low quality

evidence.

Keywords

Chronic wound, Decision support systems, Foot ulcer, Leg ulcer, Measurement properties,

Pressure ulcer, Systematic review, Reliability, Validity
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Background

Chronic wounds are defined as wounds that fail to proceed through the normal phases of
wound healing in an orderly and timely manner. (1) The most common chronic wounds are
vascular ulcers (venous, arterial or mixed leg ulcers), diabetic ulcers, and pressure ulcers
(PU). (1) Chronic wounds are an increasing problem in the aging population. In 2017, 570
million people were diagnosed with a wound in 195 countries. (2) The prevalence of chronic
wounds is estimated at between 1% and 2% in high-income countries and is expected to rise
due to the increase in obesity, diabetes mellitus and auto-immune diseases. (3, 4) For
example, 463 million people or 1 in 11 adults worldwide had in 2020 diabetes. The
International Diabetes Federation calculated that there would be 578 million adults with
diabetes by 2030 and 700 million by 2045. (5) The risk for an adult with diabetes to develop a
diabetic foot ulcer (DFU) during his lifetime is 25% and it is estimated that every 30 seconds a
limb is lost due to diabetes. (6) On average chronic leg and foot ulcers take 12 to 13 months
to heal and recur in up to 70% of the patients. (1)

The care of patients with chronic wounds is associated with high costs. It is reported that in
high-income countries, between 2-4% of the total healthcare budget are spent on chronic
wound care. (1, 7) The average cost of treating a chronic wound in Europe is between 6000
and 10000 euro per year. (7)

Chronic wounds can be associated with chronic pain, odor, changes in self-image, limited
activity and sleep problems. Depression is a very common comorbidity in patients with
chronic wounds and at least 30% of these patients suffer from depressive symptoms or
anxiety. These symptoms lead to a lower health-related quality of life. (8) A cross-sectional
study by Yan et al. found that health-related quality of life was poor in hospitalized patients

with chronic wounds. (9)

Many patients do not have access to clinicians with both wound care expertise and specialist
knowledge. Data supporting this are available from the Czech Republic, Belgium, Italy,
Portugal, Sweden and the United Kingdom. (2) Healthcare professionals are challenged with
managing a variety of wounds with complex aetiologies and multiple potential treatment
options. Yet, they do not necessarily feel confident in designing a wound care management
plan. (10, 11) The knowledge level has also been found to be suboptimal yet treatment
options are evolving rapidly. (11) This leads to variations in wound management in clinical
practice. The Burden of Wounds Study in the United Kingdom identified that 25% of patients
with chronic wounds did not have a differential diagnosis, indicative of the challenges non-
specialist clinicians experience with holistic wound assessments. Although the primary reason
for consultation was not necessarily wound-related, only half of patients with a wound saw a
hospital physician, which may explain the lack of differential diagnoses for chronic wounds.
Most patients were primarily seen by clinicians in the community with limited knowledge of

wound care. (12, 13)
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To assess a patient in a holistic way, a comprehensive and systematic wound assessment is
a necessity. Thorough wound assessment facilitates objective monitoring of the status and

progress of the wound. (14)

In 2017 Coleman et al. published a generic wound care assessment minimum data set,
including wound assessment parameters. (15) However no guidance or suggestions on how
to measure these wound parameters were described. A wound assessment tool can guide
the clinician in wound assessment and in recording wound progression or deterioration. (2)
Using a wound assessment tool will result in a score or numeric value that illustrates a clinical
change. (14)

Wound assessment tools consider factors that are related to the wound and the surrounding
skin but there are many variations in the included parameters. This suggests a lack of
consensus regarding the key elements of a comprehensive wound assessment. (2) By
identifying and examining the measurement properties (validity, reliability and
responsiveness) of the available assessment tools for chronic wounds, we try to define the
ability of the tool to evaluate wound evolution and support (non-expert) clinicians in using the

right tool for the right purpose. (14)

Aims
Wound assessment is a critical aspect in wound management. The aim of this systematic
review was:

1. To systematically identify assessment tools for chronic wounds

2. To examine their measurement properties and to summarize the data per assessment

tool
Methods

Design

This systematic review was conducted in accordance with the Consensus-based Standards
for the selection of health Measurement Instruments (COSMIN) guideline for systematic
reviews of patient-reported outcome measures (16) and consisted of a sequential ten-step
process as shown in Figure 1. Although this procedure was originally developed for
systematic reviews of patient-reported outcome measures (PROMS), it can also be used for
other types of health-related measurement tools, such as physician-reported outcome
measures or assessment tools. (16) The protocol for this review was developed in
accordance with the process developed at Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review
and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) checklist (17) and has been registered in the
PROSPERO International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (ID:
CRD42020183920). (18)
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Search Methods

A scoping review was performed to get an overview of the already existing literature. Key
articles were used to further delineate and define the research question and the eligibility
criteria. The following electronic databases were systematically searched until May 13"
2020: MEDLINE (PubMed interface), EMBASE, CINAHL (EBSCO interface), and CENTRAL.
On February 52021, an update was conducted to check for additional potential articles. No
time limits or language restrictions were applied during the screening phase. The search was
conducted by the first author and supported by a librarian technician specialised in medical
databases.

The search strategy, structured by PICO, consisted of search terms including indexing terms
and free text words for the concepts ‘chronic wounds’, ‘assessment tools’ and ‘measurement
properties’. Search terms of the same concept were combined using the Boolean operator
OR. The concepts were combined using the Boolean operator AND. For the ‘measurement
properties’ concept, the sensitive search filter as developed by Terwee et al. (2009) was
applied (19). A filter of search terms related to pressure ulcer prevention and risk assessment
was applied to narrow the results. Supplemental material table 1 shows the full search
strategy for MEDLINE (PubMed interface), which was later adapted for the other databases.

Study Selection

Results of database searches were imported into the reference manager software EndNote
X9.3.3 (Clarivate Analytics, Philadelphia, PA). Duplicates were removed via the duplicate
search function and a manual check of the duplicate list. Articles were screened
independently by two reviewers using the screening software Rayyan. (20) Reasons for
exclusion were specified. Disagreement or doubt was resolved by consensus and if
consensus could not be reached, a full-text screening was conducted and a third reviewer
was consulted. The full texts of the remaining articles were individually assessed for eligibility
by two reviewers. Any doubts were resolved by a third reviewer. Articles were excluded if the
full text was not available in English, Dutch, German, French or Spanish. Additional relevant
studies were identified by cited and citing references of included studies via Google Scholar
and MEDLINE (PubMed Interface). Studies were included if they reported the development
and/or the evaluation of one or more measurement properties (e.g., content validity, reliability,
responsiveness) of an assessment tool for chronic wounds. The assessment of vascular
ulcers, diabetic ulcers, and pressure ulcers were included since they are the most common
types of chronic wounds. There was no exclusion for age, geographical location, healthcare
setting, ethnicity, or skin colour. Studies that only investigated the predictive validity, reviews,

discussion papers, letters, comments, and editorials were excluded.
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Data extraction

Data from included studies were extracted independently by two reviewers using
standardised data extraction tables and double-checked by a third reviewer. The extracted
data contained: the authors, year of publication, tool development, sample characteristics of
raters (sample size, gender, mean age (SD), role / function), tool administration (mode of
administration, sample characteristics of patients, country, language) and the reported
measurement properties. Data extraction tables are available as supplementary material. For
two studies, the information was unclear or incomplete and the corresponding authors were
contacted to provide additional details. The information provided by them had no impact on
the inclusion / exclusion of studies. The assessment tools were summarized in Table 2 to

include the wound types that were investigated and the wound parameters.

Quality appraisal

The quality assessment was performed independently by two reviewers and double-checked
by a third reviewer. The methodological quality was assessed using the COSMIN Risk of Bias
checklist. (21) The quality of each single study on a measurement property was rated as very
good (V), adequate (A), doubtful (D), or inadequate (). The level of measurement of the
assessment tools included was at a ratio level. If statistical tests were not aligned to this level
of measurement (e.g., Cohen's kappa), the assessment was downgraded. The
methodological quality assessment of studies examining content validity consisted of the
evaluation of a relevance study and a comprehensiveness study in professionals. In
agreement with the latest revision of the COSMIN methodology, all studies were considered
and not only those of very good or adequate quality. (22) The result of each study on a
measurement property was rated against the updated criteria for good measurement
properties according to COSMIN. (16) Each reported measurement property was rated
sufficient (+), insufficient (-), or indeterminate (?). If the measurement property “reliability” was
assessed by correlation, this was rated as indeterminate (?). If a correlation was used to state

a hypothesis, the criteria for good measurement property was r = 0,75.

Data synthesis

Step 1: The measurement properties were qualitatively summarized per assessment tool for
chronic wounds. Only the results that had effect on the measurement properties of the tool as
a whole, not on subscales or subitems of the tool, were further analysed. The overall result
was rated against the criteria for good measurement properties to determine whether the
measurement property of the classification system was sufficient (+), insufficient (-),
inconsistent (£), or indeterminate (?).To rate the qualitatively summarized results as sufficient

or insufficient, 75% of the results should have met the criteria. (16)
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Step 2: The summarized quality of the evidence per measurement property, per assessment
tool was rated as high, moderate, low, or very low using the modified Grading of
Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) approach proposed
by COSMIN. (22) The modified GRADE approach was used to downgrade the quality of
evidence when there were concerns about the trustworthiness of the results taking risk of
bias, inconsistency, imprecision, and indirectness into account. (16, 22) Table 1 gives an
overview of the used definitions of quality levels, defined by COSMIN. (16) Grading was done

by two reviewers independently. Disagreements were resolved in consensus.

Results

Search and selection of studies

A total of 6529 records were identified through systematic database searching (2602 in
MEDLINE, 2158 in EMBASE, 1040 in CINAHL, and 729 in CENTRAL). After removal of
duplicates, title/abstract screening, full-text reviews, and additional searches, twenty-seven
studies were included in the review. One publication in the Chinese language was excluded.

The PRISMA flow diagram outlining the search and selection process is shown in Figure 2.

Identified assessment tools for chronic wounds

Twenty-seven studies describing fourteen chronic wound assessment tools were identified:
Pressure Sore Status Tool (PSST) (23), Bates-Jensen Wound Assessment Tool (BWAT)
(24), Diabetic Foot Ulcer Assessment Scale (DFUAS) (25), DMIST-scale (26), Pressure Ulcer
Scale for Healing (PUSH) version 2.0 (27), PUSH version 3.0 (28), DESIGN tool (29),
DESIGN-R tool (30), Photographic Wound Assessment Tool (PWAT) (31), Revised
Photographic Wound Assessment Tool (revPWAT) (32), Sessing Scale (33), CODED score
(34), Leg Ulcer Measurement Tool (LUMT) (35) and Spinal Cord Impairment Pressure Ulcer
Monitoring Tool (SCI-PUMT) (36). The five most commonly reported wound parameters were
size (11x), depth (9x), wound margins (7x), type of necrotic tissue (7x) and amount/proportion
of granulation tissue (7x), Further details of the wound parameters per assessment tool are
shown in Table 2. The score of the Sessing scale depends on selecting a wound stage that
most closely match the observed pressure ulcer. As no individual wound parameters are

assessed, the Sessing Scale is not included in Table 2

Pressure Sore Status Tool (PSST) — Bates-Jensen Wound Assessment Tool
(BWAT)

Developed in 1990, PSST incorporates thirteen subscale items and each of them are rated on
a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 to assess the wound status. (23) In 2001, PSST was

revised to the Bates-Jensen Wound Assessment Tool (BWAT) and additional tests on



Journal Pre-proof

measurement properties were conducted. The subscale items remained the same and the
change in name reflected the increased use of the tool for wounds other than pressure ulcers.
(24) In a Delphi panel study, content validity was reached by a CVI = 0,78 but no supporting

data were reported. (23)

Diabetic Foot Ulcer Assessment Scale (DFUAS) — DMIST-scale

The DFUAS was developed as an assessment tool specifically to assess the status of
diabetic foot ulcers over time and to evaluate the effectiveness of wound management. The
tool was based on existing scales for diabetic foot ulcers in Japan and Indonesia. Using the
nominal group technique, wound care experts extracted the parameters that may develop
during wound healing. (25) A new seven-domain diabetic foot assessment scale, called
DMIST, was developed after secondary analysis of data by Arisandi et al. (2016). (25) No

content validity studies were performed.

Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing (PUSH)

PUSH (version 2.0) was developed by the National Pressure Ulcer Advisory Panel (NPUAP)
Task Force in 1997. They identified the need for a precise and practical method of monitoring
wound healing by evaluation of known instruments at that time (Shea Scale, Sussman Wound
Healing Tool, Sessing Scale, Pressure Sore Status Tool, and the Wound Healing Scale). (27,
37) Following a pilot test in a long-term care facility, changes were made for wound size
calculation and the manifestation of necrotic tissue. Additional amendments included: refining
of the titles and removing of the weighting factors of each parameter to calculate the total
score. As a result, PUSH 2.0 evolved to a new version PUSH 3.0. (28) There was no
evaluation in a relevance study or comprehensiveness study in professionals to support
content validation. Only the development of PUSH by literature review and expert opinion was
briefly mentioned. (27) In 2003, a 25-item survey was made available through the NPUAP
website for 4 months. Descriptive analyses and aggregation of the comments to open-ended
questions were made, and gave an impression of the strengths and weaknesses of the PUSH
tool. (38)

DESIGN tool — DESIGN-Rating (DESIGN-R) tool

DESIGN was developed by the Japanese Society of Pressure ulcers by detecting the need
for treatment guidelines to assess pressure ulcer severity and to monitor the healing process.
The tool was developed using the nominal group technique, revised after feedback during the
Annual Conference of the Japanese Society of Pressure Ulcers and the final version was
published in March 2002. The tool was developed to be used in a “remote” clinical setting with
the aid of telemedicine. (29) Matsui et al. (2011) (30) detected the inability of DESIGN to
compare the wound-healing process among different pressure ulcers in different patients due

to a lack of statistical item weighting. The DESIGN-R tool was developed by weighting the
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wound parameters of the tool on grading the severity status of the wounds. Zhong et al.
(2013) (39) indicated that 14,5% of the raters who conducted the reliability testing, found that
the tool was difficult to use.

Photographic Wound Assessment Tool (PWAT) — Revised Photographic Wound
Assessment Tool (revPWAT)

PWAT was designed as a modified version of the PSST and included the six parameters of
PSST that could be determined from wound photographs. (31) Thompson et al. (2013) (32)
published a revision of PWAT, named revPWAT. The criteria assigned to each of the pre-
existing parameters were refined and two additional parameters were integrated. The
maximum of the total score of PWAT and revPWAT was respectively 24 and 32 and the title
and description of both tools became vastly divergent, which made it impossible to summarize

the results of both studies.

Various wound assessment tools reported in a single publication

Ferrel et al. (1995) (33) published the Sessing Scale, including seven wound stages. The
scale was scored by calculating the change in numerical values over successive wound
assessments over time.

Emperanza et al. (2000) (34) designed a pressure ulcer severity score based on assessment
by experienced clinicians, named CODED.

The Leg Ulcer Measurement Tool (LUMT) is an evaluation tool designed to assess leg ulcer
status and change over time. (34) Content validity was investigated by checking the feasibility
of the tool, followed by a consensus study.

Two expert panels developed a 30-item tool, including new items and items from PUSH and
BWAT, called the Spinal Cord Impairement Pressure Ulcer Monitoring Tool (SCI-PUMT). (36)

No content validity measurement data were reported.

Study characteristics

The studies were published in English between 1992 and 2020 and conducted in the USA
(n=11), Canada (n=4), Japan (n=3), Indonesia (n=3), Brazil (n=2), Hong Kong (n=1), Spain
(n=1), China (n=1) and Turkey (n=1). None of the studies reported content validity evaluation
using the principles of COSMIN. (22) Six articles reported the development or revision of an
existing assessment tool. The reported measurement properties included: structural validity (5
studies), reliability (18 studies), hypotheses testing for construct validity (18 studies) and
responsiveness (7 studies). Internal consistency, cross-cultural validity / measurement
invariance and measurement error were not assessed. If criterion validity was assessed, the
results were allocated to hypotheses testing for construct validity. Criterion validity was not
assessed as no ‘gold standard’ is available. In six studies, the assessment of the wound was
based only on photographs. If this had an impact on the quality of the study, the ratings of the
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involved measurement properties were adapted. The detailed characteristics of the included
studies and the reported measurement properties can be reviewed in Supplemental Material
Table 2.

Summarized quality of evidence per assessment tool

Measurement properties were examined for different assessment tools in separate studies
and pooling of data was not possible due to heterogeneity in designs, samples, tools,
settings, etc. The results per measurement property per assessment tool were qualitatively
summarized and the measurement properties of each tool were assessed, and accompanied
by the information on the quality of evidence. A summary of the results is presented in Table
3.

Pressure Sore Status Tool (PSST) — Bates-Jensen Wound Assessment Tool
(BWAT)

Structural validity of PSST was calculated by a preliminary factor analysis which led to an
insufficient (-) result of very low quality. Reliability testing was described in three publications,
but no Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC) were calculated, only correlations, which led
to indeterminate (?) results. (23, 24, 40) Only in the validation study of BWAT in 2019 (24),
the ICC of the total score interrater reliability was 0,58, which was an insufficient (-) result.
Some hypotheses for construct validity were tested, based on the differences in total score
between groups with different pressure ulcer stages. With R-values >0,55 and significant
differences between the subgroups (24, 41), these results are insufficient and indeterminate

to draw conclusions.

Diabetic Foot Ulcer Assessment Scale (DFUAS) — DMIST-scale

Interrater reliability of DFUAS was evaluated by two studies but the quality of evidence was
very low. (25, 42) In the study of Oe et al. (2020) (26), the calculated ICC for the total DMIST
score was 0,91 but the methodological quality was very low. Correlations between the total
score of DFUAS or DMIST with other wound assessment tools (BWAT, PUSH, DESIGN)

were > 0,75, which means sufficient (+), but the quality of evidence was very low.

Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing (PUSH)

Structural validity was evaluated for both versions using a principal component analysis. This
analysis provided evidence to support that the variables “surface area”, “exudate amount” and
“surface appearance”, also named “tissue type” in version 3.0, provided the best model of
healing and explained between 39% and 74% of the variation over time. (27, 28, 37) Though
the quality of the evidence was moderate, the results did not meet the criteria for good

measurement properties for structural validity by COSMIN and were scored indeterminate (?).
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Reliability of PUSH 3.0 was evaluated in four studies (43-46) but no strong conclusion was
made because correlations or Kappa instead of ICC were calculated. The summarized
indeterminate (?) result was of low quality.

To evaluate construct validity, pairwise comparisons of observations between time periods
(weeks) were made by Thomas et al. (1997) (27) and Stotts et al. (2001). (28) Significant
differences were measured but not consistently, especially when smaller wounds were
observed. Other studies divided the patients in groups with healed and unhealed ulcers to
detect significant differences, resulting in sufficient data. (46-48) In the study of Gardner et al.
(2005) (46), the correlation between PUSH 3.0 and PSST was = 0,72. The summarized
result of construct validity of PUSH 3.0 was sufficient with moderate quality of evidence.
The responsiveness of PUSH 3.0 was investigated in two studies by a repeated measures
analysis. (46, 47) Additionally, Hon et al. (2010) and Choi et al. (2016) (44, 48) calculated
responsiveness by the effect size (ES) and standardized response mean (SRM) while
Gardner et al. (2011) (49) used the principle of a piecewise linear regression. The overall

rating of responsiveness of PUSH 3.0 was sufficient, based on high quality evidence.

DESIGN tool — DESIGN-Rating (DESIGN-R) tocl
One study evaluated the reliability and construct validity of DESIGN (29) and one study did
similar tests for DESIGN-R. (39) The result rating was mostly sufficient (+) but the quality of

evidence was very low.

Photographic Wound Assessment Tool (PWAT) — Revised Photographic Wound
Assessment Tool (revPWAT)

Reliability was tested in both studies by intra- and interrater reliability and additionally by a
test-retest for revPWAT. All ratings were sufficient, with a moderate level of quality. In the
study of Houghton et al. (2000) (31) however, the interrater reliability by inexperienced
students resulted in.an ICC between 0,34 (for venous leg ulcers) and 0,58 (for pressure
ulcers).

Construct validity was evaluated by comparing the PWAT score by the PSST score for full
bedside assessment, resulting in a 0,7 correlation. The construct validity of revPWAT was
rated sufficient (+) but with a low to very low evidence level if considering the agreement
between bedside assessment and photographs (1) and between photographs taken by a
clinician, or photographs taken by a professional medical photographer (2).
Responsiveness of PWAT was calculated by the change in score for healing ulcers and non-
healing ulcers, resulting in a non-significant difference between the groups. The level of

evidence was very low.
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Various wound assessment tools reported in a single publication

The sufficient (+) reliability and indeterminate (?) construct validity results of the Sessing

Scale are based on a very low quality of evidence. (33)

Reliability of CODED was evaluated by Bland Altman analysis to assess agreement, which
led to indeterminate (?) results, and the CODED-score was correlated positively with a
subjective mean of severity of the wound to assess construct validity. (34) These results are

based on very low quality research.

The Leg Ulcer Measurement Tool was evaluated in a sample of 19 patients with a chronic leg
ulcer. (35) This small sample size additionally downgraded the level of quality by two, which
led to very low quality results for reliability (+), construct validity by hypotheses testing (-) and

responsiveness (+).

Using an exploratory factor analysis, a set of seven items was selected for inclusion in the
Spinal Cord Impairment Pressure Ulcer Monitoring Tool (SCI-PUMT). (36) This result is rated
as indeterminate (?) because not all information, as stated by the criteria for good
measurement properties, were provided. The inter- and intra-rater reliability were sufficient,
based on low quality evidence. Construct validity was rated by the R2 statistic, which indicated
that the variance of pressure ulcer volume, PUSH score and BWAT-score could be explained
by the SCI-PUMT score. Yet no hypotheses were stated and the doubtful quality of the study

resulted in an indeterminate (?) result of low quality for the construct validity of SCI-PUMT.

Discussion

The aim of this review was to systematically identify assessment tools for chronic wounds and
to examine their measurement properties. The results indicated that twenty-seven studies
describe the measurement properties of fourteen assessment tools for chronic wounds.

None of the the tools were supported by content validity, identified by a relevance study and a
comprehensiveness study in professionals, in any article. Content validity was only briefly
mentioned in the study of Bates-Jensen in 1992 as a mean overall content of validity index of
0,9. (23)). Sufficient (+) ratings, combined with moderate to high quality of evidence, were
only available for construct validity and responsiveness of PUSH 3.0 and for reliability of the
(Revised) Photographic Wound Assessment Tool (PWAT and revPWAT).

In 2017, Coleman et al. published a generic wound care assessment minimum data set,
including wound assessment parameters.(15) No guidance or suggestions on how to
measure these wound parameters were described. By checking the design and the
measurement properties (validity, reliability and responsiveness) of available chronic wound

assessment tools by a systematic review, we tried to define the ability of the tool to evaluate
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wound evolution and support (non-expert) clinicians in using the right tool for the right

purpose.(14)

The evaluation of the measurement properties of fourteen assessment tools for chronic
wounds indicated that the research per assessment tool was limited and that the conclusions
resulted from low quality research. Patient samples were small and non-random techniques
were applied for sampling. Inclusion was limited to a specific type of chronic wound (e.g.
pressure ulcers, venous leg ulcers, diabetic foot ulcers), only the studies of Hon et al. (2010)
(48), Choi et al. (2016) (44) and Thompson et al. (2013) (32) included patients with all types
of chronic wounds during sampling. In many studies, information about the raters was not
provided. By the lack of an appropriate ‘gold standard’ to assess and measure wound healing,
concurrent measures such as wound area and ulcer classifications were used to assess
construct validity. But these separate measures seemed to be inappropriate for the monitoring

of wound evolution.

The quality of evidence for reliability and construct validity of BWAT - and for structural
validity, construct validity and responsiveness of PUSH 3.0 - was moderate to high. Despite
this high level of evidence, the rating of the results was indeterminate (?), as in many of the
other assessment tools. These indeterminate (?) ratings for reliability can be explained by the
lack of reporting of ICC or weighted kappa. The indeterminate (?) results for construct validity
for the different tools can be explained by the lack of an actual hypothesis formulation or by
stating significant differences between groups without clarifying if these differences can also

be interpreted as valid differences or differences that are relevant for clinical practice.

By analysing the summarized results of all assessment tools, it can be concluded that only
the measurement properties of PUSH 3.0 have sufficient ratings, based on low to high level
evidence, for construct validity and as well for responsiveness.

The studies of Houghton et al. (2000) (31) and Thompson et al. (2013) (32) resulted in a
sufficient (+) rating for the reliability of PWAT and revPWAT, based on a moderate quality of
evidence by one study. The structural validity (?), reliability (+) and construct validity (?) of
SCI-PUMT, based on one study, resulted in low to moderate quality of evidence ratings. The
ratings of the measurement properties of the other assessment tools are all based on very

low quality evidence.

If clinicians interpret and implement the results of this study, they have to consider the
following aspects:

- The detected wound assessment tools serve the main purpose to evaluate wound
improvement or deterioration. The tools are not intended to predict wound healing and should
not be used for this purpose.

- Only the Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing (PUSH) version 3.0 and the (revised)
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Photographic Wound Assessment Tool ((rev)PWAT) are tested for all common types of
chronic wounds. Combined with the available evidence, these tools can be recommended for
evaluation of the status of chronic wounds in clinical practice. Other tools should be used with
caution if used for other types of chronic wounds than described in the studies.

- Clinicians have to consider the feasibility to implement a wound assessment tool in clinical
practice and the possibility to collect the data for each wound parameter in a correct manner.
New technologies (e.g. image recognition, smart bandages, digital wound registration
systems) can support a more consistent data collection of different wound parameters over

time, and in different healthcare settings.

Future studies are needed to comprehensively validate the available assessment tools for
chronic wounds. Such studies should focus on using correct statistics for each investigated
measurement property, including appropriately determined sample sizes of real-life
observations of chronic wounds, conducted by multiple raters and across multiple settings to
allow the generalisability of the results. An increased uniformity in the definition and
interpretation of wound parameters could help to evolve to one or two assessment tools for
chronic wounds, which then can be validated in a uniform way within different healthcare

settings.

Limitations
A quantitative pooling of the results was not possible because of the methodological variation

between studies and the different statistical approaches that were used.

Conclusions

Fourteen assessment tools for chronic wounds were identified. Construct validity (by
hypotheses testing) and responsiveness of the Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing (PUSH)
version 3.0 were supported by sufficient ratings, based on moderate to high level quality of
evidence. Reliability of the Photographic Wound Assessment Tool (PWAT) and the Revised
PWAT (revPWAT) had a sufficient rating, based on moderate quality of evidence. The ratings
of the measurement properties of the other wound assessment tools were either insufficient
or indeterminate, or a sufficient result was supported by low to very low quality of evidence.
More well-designed, rigorously conducted and adequately reported studies should validate

these instruments where gaps still exist.



Journal Pre-proof

Acknowledgements

We thank Dr. Nele Pauwels for her support in the literature search.
Conflict of interest

None

Funding sources

No external funding



Journal Pre-proof

References

1. Frykberg RG, Banks J. Challenges in the Treatment of Chronic Wounds. Advances in
wound care. 2015;4(9):560-82. doi:10.1089/wound.2015.0635

2. World Union of Wound Healing Societies. Strategies to reduce practice variation in
wound assessment and management: The T.I.M.E. Clinical Decision Support Tool. Wounds
International. London: available at: www.woundsinternational.com; 2020.

3. Sen CK. Human Wounds and Its Burden: An Updated Compendium of Estimates.
Advances in wound care. 2019;8(2):39-48. doi:10.1089/wound.2019.0946
4, Atkin L, Bu¢ko Z, Conde Montero E, Cutting K, Moffatt C, Probst A, et al.

Implementing TIMERS: the race against hard-to-heal wounds. Journal of wound care.
2019;23(Sup3a):S1-s50. doi:10.12968/jowc.2019.28.Sup3a.S1

5. International Diabetes Federation. IDF Diabetes Atlas
https://www.diabetesatlas.org/en/2020.
6. Mairghani M, Jassim G, EImusharaf K, Patton D, Eltahir O, Moore Z, et al.

Methodological approaches for assessing the cost of diabetic foot ulcers: a systematic
literature review. Journal of wound care. 2019;28(5):261-6. doi:10.12968/jowc.2019.28.5.261
7. Piaggesi A, Lauchli S, Bassetto F, Biedermann T, Marques A, Najafi B, et al.
Advanced therapies in wound management: cell and tissue based therapies, physical and
bio-physical therapies smart and IT based technologies. Journal of wound care.
2018;27(Supba):S1-s137. doi:10.12968/jowc.2018.27.Supba.S1

8. Renner R, Erfurt-Berge C. Depression and quality of life in patients with chronic
wounds: ways to measure their influence and their effect on daily life. Chronic Wound Care
Management and Research. 2017;4:143-51. doi: 10.2147/CWCMR.S124917

9. Yan R, Yu F, Strandlund K, Han J, Lei N, Song Y. Analyzing factors affecting quality
of life in patients hospitalized with chronic wound. ' Wound Repair Regen. 2021;29(1):70-8.
doi:10.1111/wrr.12870

10. Graham ID, Harrison MB, Shafey M, Keast D. Knowledge and attitudes regarding
care of leg ulcers. Survey of family physicians. Can Fam Physician. 2003;49:896-902.

11. Jordan S, McSwiggan J, Parker J, Halas GA, Friesen M. An mHealth App for
Decision-Making Support in Wound Dressing Selection (WounDS): Protocol for a User-
Centered Feasibility Study. JMIR Res Protoc. 2018;7(4):e108. doi:10.2196/resprot.9116
12. Guest JF, Ayoub N, Mcllwraith T, Uchegbu I, Gerrish A, Weidlich D, et al. Health
economic burden that wounds impose on the National Health Service in the UK. BMJ Open.
2015;5(12):e009283. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2015-009283

13. Guest JF, Fuller GW, Vowden P. Cohort study evaluating the burden of wounds to
the UK's National Health Service in 2017/2018: update from 2012/2013. BMJ Open.
2020;10(12):e045253. d0i:10.1136/bmjopen-2020-045253

14, Houghton P. Research 101: Wound Assessment Tools. Wound Care Canada.
2018;16(1):58-64.

15. Coleman' S, Nelson EA, Vowden P, Vowden K, Adderley U, Sunderland L, et al.
Development of a generic wound care assessment minimum data set. J Tissue Viability.
2017;26(4):226-40. doi:10.1016/j.jtv.2017.09.007

16. Prinsen CAC, Mokkink LB, Bouter LM, Alonso J, Patrick DL, de Vet HCW, et al.
COSMIN guideline for systematic reviews of patient-reported outcome measures. Qual Life
Res. 2018;27(5):1147-57. d0i:10.1007/s11136-018-1798-3

17. Moher D, Shamseer L, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, et al. Preferred
reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015
statement. Syst Rev. 2015;4(1):1. doi:10.1186/2046-4053-4-1

18. Smet S, Probst S, Holloway S, Beele H, Beeckman D. The measurement properties
of chronic wound assessment tools: a systematic review. PROSPERO CRD42020183920.
2020.

19. Terwee CB, Jansma EP, Riphagen, I, de Vet HC. Development of a methodological

PubMed search filter for finding studies on measurement properties of measurement
instruments. Qual Life Res. 2009;18(8):1115-23. doi:10.1007/s11136-009-9528-5

20. Ouzzani M, Hammady H, Fedorowicz Z, EImagarmid A. Rayyan-a web and mobile
app for systematic reviews. Syst Rev. 2016;5(1):210. doi:10.1186/s13643-016-0384-4



Journal Pre-proof

21. Mokkink LB, de Vet HCW, Prinsen CAC, Patrick DL, Alonso J, Bouter LM, et al.
COSMIN Risk of Bias checklist for systematic reviews of Patient-Reported Outcome
Measures. Qual Life Res. 2018;27(5):1171-9. doi:10.1007/s11136-017-1765-4

22. Mokkink LB PC, Patrick DL, et al. COSMIN methodology for systematic reviews of
patient-reported outcome measures (PROMs). User Manual. 2018;78(1).

23. Bates-Jensen BM, Vredevoe DL, Brecht M. Validity and reliability of the Pressure
Sore Status Tool. Decubitus: The Journal of Skin Ulcers. 1992;5(6):20-8.

24, Bates-Jensen BM, McCreath HE, Harputlu D, Patlan A. Reliability of the Bates-
Jensen wound assessment tool for pressure injury assessment: The pressure ulcer detection
study. Wound Repair and Regeneration. 2019;27(4):386-95.

25. Aris, i D, Oe M, Roselyne Yotsu R, Matsumoto M, Ogai K, et al. Evaluation of validity
of the new diabetic foot ulcer assessment scale in Indonesia. Wound Repair and
Regeneration. 2016;24(5):876-84.

26. Oe M, Yotsu RR, Aris, i D, Suriadi, Sakai Y, et al. Validity of DMIST for monitoring
healing of diabetic foot ulcers. Wound Repair and Regeneration. 2020.

27. Thomas DR, Rodeheaver GT, Bartolucci AA, Franz RA, Sussman C, Ferrell BA, et al.
Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing: derivation and validation of the PUSH tool: proceedings of
the National Pressure Ulcer Advisory Panel, Fifth National Conference, 'Monitoring Pressure
Ulcer Healing: an Alternative to Reverse Staging'. Advances in Wound Care. 1997;10(5):96-
101.

28. Stotts NA, Rodeheaver GT, Thomas DR, Frantz RA, Bartolucci AA, Sussman C, et al.
An instrument to measure healing in pressure ulcers: Development and validation of the
pressure ulcer scale for healing (PUSH). Journals of Gerontology - Series A Biological
Sciences and Medical Sciences. 2001;56(12):M795-M9.

29. Sanada H, Moriguchi T, Miyachi Y, Ohura T, Nakajo T, Tokunaga K, et al. Reliability
and validity of DESIGN, a tool that classifies pressure ulcer severity and monitors healing.
Journal of Wound Care. 2004;13(1):13-8.

30. Matsui Y, Furue M, Sanada H, Tachibana T, Nakayama T, Sugama J, et al.
Development of the DESIGN-R with an observational study: An absolute evaluation tool for
monitoring pressure ulcer wound healing. Wound Repair and Regeneration. 2011;19(3):309-
15.

31. Houghton PE, Kincaid CB, Campbell KE, Keast DH. Photographic assessment of the
appearance of chronic pressure and leg ulcers. Ostomy Wound Management. 2000;46(4):20-
30.

32. Thompson N, Gordey L, Bowles H, Parslow N, Houghton P. Reliability and Validity of
the Revised Photographic Wound Assessment Tool on Digital Images Taken of Various
Types of Chronic Wounds. Advances in Skin & Wound Care. 2013;26(8):360-73.

33. Ferrell BA, Artinian BM, Sessing D. The Sessing scale for assessment of pressure
ulcer healing. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society. 1995;43(1):37-40.
34. Emparanza Jl, Aranegui P, Ruiz MM, Perez E. A simple severity index for pressure

ulcers. Journal of wound care. 2000;9(2):86-90.

35. Woodbury MG, Houghton PE, Campbell KE, Keast DH. Development, validity,
reliability, and responsiveness of a new leg ulcer measurement tool. Advances in Skin &
Wound Care. 2004;17(4):187-96.

36. Thomason SS, Luther SL, Powell-Cope GM, Harrow JJ, Palacios P. Validity and
reliability of a pressure ulcer monitoring tool for persons with spinal cord impairment. Journal
of Spinal Cord Medicine. 2014;37(3):317-27.

37. Bartolucci AA, Thomas DR. Using Principal Component analysis to describe wound
status. Advances in Wound Care. 1997;10(5):93-5.

38. Berlowitz DR, Ratliff C, Cuddigan J, Rodeheaver GT. The PUSH tool: A survey to
determine its perceived usefullness. Advances in Skin & Wound Care. 2005;18(9):480-3.
39. Zhong X, Nagase T, Huang L, Kaitani T, lizaka S, Yamamoto Y, et al. Reliability and
Validity of the Chinese Version of DESIGN-R, an Assessment Instrument for Pressure Ulcers.
Ostomy Wound Management. 2013;59(2):36-43.

40. Bates-Jensen BM, Nees M. Toward an intelligent wound assessment system.
Ostomy Wound Management. 1995;41:80S - 8S.
41. Bates-Jensen BM. The Pressure Sore Status Tool a few thousand assessments later.

Advances in Wound Care. 1997;10(5):65 -73.



Journal Pre-proof

42. Haeruddin H, Yusuf S, Patellongi I, Rasid KA, Harkam H, Supardi E. Inter-rater
reliability assessment of new diabetic foot ulcers (The Diabetic Foot Ulcer Assessment Scale)
based on photograph. Enfermeria Clinica. 2020;30:433-8.

43. Santos VLCDG, Sellmer D, Massulo MME. Inter rater reliability of Pressure Ulcer
Scale for Healing (PUSH) in patients with chronic leg ulcers. Revista Latino-Americana de
Enfermagem. 2007;15(3):391-6.

44, Choi EPH, Chin WY, Wan EYF, Lam CLK. Evaluation of the internal and external
responsiveness of the Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing ( PUSH) tool for assessing acute and
chronic wounds. Journal of Advanced Nursing (John Wiley & Sons, Inc). 2016;72(5):1134-43.
45, Alves GR, Malaquias SG, Bachion MM. Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing (PUSH):
interobserver reliability in the evaluation of venous ulcers. Rev Eletr Enf. 2018;20.
doi:10.5216/ree.v20.49411

46. Gardner SE, Frantz RA, Bergquist S, Chingwei DS, Gardner SE, Frantz RA. A
prospective study of the pressure ulcer scale for healing (PUSH). Journals of Gerontology
Series A: Biological Sciences & Medical Sciences. 2005;60(1):93-7.

47. Gines UY. A prospective study evaluating the Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing
(PUSH tool) to assess Stage Il, Stage Ill, and Stage IV pressure ulcers. Ostomy Wound
Management. 2009;55(5):48-52.

48. Hon J, Lagden K, McLaren A. A Prospective, Multicenter Study to Validate Use of the
Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing (PUSH®) in Patients With Diabetic, Venous, and Pressure
Ulcers. Journal of Wound, Ostomy & Continence Nursing. 2010;38:S10-S.

49. Gardner SE, Hillis SL, Frantz RA. A Prospective study of the PUSH tool in diabetic
foot ulcers. Journal of Wound, Ostomy & Continence Nursing. 2011;38(4):385-93.



Journal Pre-proof

Figures

Figure 1: Sequential ten steps process for conducting a systematic review of Patient-
Reported Outcome Measures by the Consensus-based Standards for the selection of health
Measurement Instruments. (16)
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Figure 2: Flowchart of study selection according to PRISMA
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Tables

Table 1: Definitions of quality levels, extracted from the Consensus-based Standards for the

selection of health Measurement Instruments guideline (16)

Quality level Definition

High We are very confident that the true
measurement property lies close to that of
the estimate* of the measurement property

Moderate We are moderately confident in the
measurement property estimate: the true
measurement property is likely to be close
to the

estimate of the measurement property, but
there is a possibility that it is substantially

different

Low Our confidence in the measurement
property estimate is limited: the true
measurement property may be substantially
different

from the estimate of the measurement
property

Very low We have very little confidence in the

measurement property estimate: the true
measurement property is likely to be
substantially different from the estimate of

the measurement property

* Estimate of the measurement property refers to the summarized result of the measurement

property of the wound assessment tool
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Table 2: Investigated wound types, registered wound parameters and maximum score per assessment tool for chronic wounds

PU DFU DFU PU PU, PU PU PU, VU | PU, VU, PU Chronic | PU
DFU, DFU, leg
VLU acute ulcers
wounds
X-
times
Wound parameters (maximum score per tool) repor
n ted in
tools
Size 5 9 9 10 10 6 15 " 4 Diamete | 4 10 11x
r (cm)/5
Depth 5 4 5 I I 5 5 I 4 4 4 4 9x
Wound edges | 5 5 4 I I i I 4 4 I 4 2 7x
Necrotic 5 3 1 I 1 2 6 4 4 I 4 1 7x
tissue type
Granulation 5 5 I " I 5 6 4 4 " 4 n 7x
tissue
amount //
proportion
Necrotic 5 5 i " / / / 4 4 I 4 2 6x
tissue
amount /l/
proportion
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PU DFU DFU PU PU, PU PU PU, VU | PU, VU, PU Chronic | PU
DFU, DFU, leg
VLU acute ulcers
wounds
X-
times
Wound parameters (maximum score per tool) repor
ted in
A tools
Exudate 5 I 1 12 3 3 6 —W I i 1 4 1 6x
amount
Inflammation | // 5 5 / / 3 9 " 1 " 4 1 5x
/infection /
bioburden
Undermining |5 1 1 I I I I I 1 I 4 3 3x
Tissue type 1 I 4 12 4 1 1 " 1 " " 1 3x
Exudate type | 5 I 1 i I I i I I 1 4 2 3x
Maceration I 3 3 i I I I 1 n I I I 2x
Tunneling I 4 1 I I I I I I I I 3 2x
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PU DFU DFU PU PU, PU PU PU, VU | PU, VU, PU Chronic | PU
DFU, DFU, leg
VLU acute ulcers
wounds
X-
times
Wound parameters (maximum score per tool) repor
ted in
A tools
Pocket I I 1 I i 4 24 —W I i 1 I 1 2x
Skin color 5 I 1 I I I /] 4 n 1 I 1 2x
surrounding
wound
Periulcer skin | // " I " 1 1 1 " 4 " 4 1 2x
viability
Granulation n I 1 I I I I I 4 I 4 i 2x
tissue type
Epithelializati | 5 I 1 i I i i 4 I 1 I i 2x
on
Size scores I 50 1 I I i i I n I I I 1x
foot / toe
Tunneling or | // i 4 I I i 1 I I I I I 1x
undermining
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PU DFU DFU PU PU, PU PU PU, VU | PU, VU, PU Chronic | PU
DFU, DFU, leg
VLU acute ulcers
wounds
X-
times
Wound parameters (maximum score per tool) repor
ted in
A tools
Color I I 1 I i I I —W I i 2 I 1 1x
Slough I 5 1 I I I /] I I I I 1 1x
proportion
Peripheral 5 1 1 I I I I I 1 I I 1 1x
tissue edema
Peripheral 5 I 1 I I I I I I I I 1 1x
tissue
induration
Leg edema I I 1 i I I I I I I 4 1 1x
type
Leg edema I I I i I I I 1 I I 4 I 1x
location
Max. score 65 98 34 34 17 28 71 24 32 N/A 56 26
per wound
assessment
tool

Abbreviations:
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DFU: diabetic foot ulcers

PU: pressure ulcers

VU: vascular ulcers

VLU: venous leg ulcers

N/A: Not applicable

PSST: Pressure Sore Status Tool

BWAT: Bates-Jensen Wound Assessment Tool

DFUAS: Diabetic Foot Ulcer Assessment Scale

PUSH: Pressure Ulcer Scale for Healing

(rev)PWAT: (revised) Photographic Wound Assessment Tool
LUMT: Leg Ulcer Measurement Tool

SCI-PUMT: Spinal Cord Impairment Pressure Ulcer Monitoring Tool
/I: wound parameter not mentioned/assessed
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Table 3: Methodological quality of the included studies and ratings of measurement properties of assessment tools for chronic wounds

Pressure Bates- English / N/I N/I N/I 20 (PU) | ? N/I N/ N/ N/ N/ N/I
Sore Status Jensen et USA
Tool (PSST) | al. (1992)
Bates- English / N/ N/ N/I 16 (PU) D ? N/I N/ N/ N/ N/ N/I
Jensen et USA
al. (1995)
Bates- English / 113 | - N/P. N/I N/I 496 | - N/I N/I N/I
Jensen et USA (PU) (PU)
al. (1997)
Bates-Jensen Bates- English / N/ N/ N/I 270 AlA ?/- 270 \Y% ? N/ N/I N/I
Wound Jensen et USA (PU) (PU)
Assessment | al. (2019)
Tool
(BWAT)
Overall rating " " I Very low - " Moderate ? " High ? N/I N/I N/I
/ quality of
evidence
Diabetic Foot | Arisandi et 2/ N/I N/I N/I 10 | + 70 1 +1? N/l N/ N/I
Ulcer al. (2016) | Indonesia (DFU) (DFU)
Assessment
Scale
(DFUAS) Haeruddin Bahasa / N/I N/I N/I 18 | ? N/I N/I N/I N/I N/I N/I
etal. Indonesia (DFU)
(2020)
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Overall rating Very low ? Very low
/ quality of
evidence
DMIST-scale | Oeetal. ? [ Japan N/I N/I N/I 153 | + 153 1 +1? N/I N/I N/I
(2020) and (DFU) (DFU)
Indonesia
Overall rating N/1 N/I N/ N/1 Very low + Very low ? N/1 N/ N/
/ quality of
evidence
Pressure Thomas English / 47 D - N/ N/I N/ 37 (PU) D ? N/ N/ N/
Ulcer Scale DRetal. USA (PU)

for Healing (1997)/
(PUSH) Bartolucci

version 2.0 AA,
Thomas
DR (1997)
Stottsetal. | English/ 103 A ? N/ N/ N/ 103 D ? N/ N/I N/I
(2001) USA (PU) (PU)
Overall rating /i /i " Moderate ? N/l N/I N/I 1 Moderate ? N/I N/I N/1
/ quality of
evidence
Pressure Stotts et al. English 269 A ? N/I N/I N/I 269 D ? N/I N/I N/I
Ulcer Scale (2001) USA (PU) (PU)

for Healing
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32 (PU) 32 (PU)

(PUSH) Gardner et | English/
version 3.0 al. (2005) USA

Santos et | Portuguese | N/I N/ N/I 41 | ? N/I N/ N/ N/ N/I N/I
al. (2007) / Brazil (Chronic

leg ulc.)
Glines et Turkish / N/I N/I N/I N/ N/I N/ 86 (PU) D + 86 (PU) A +

al. (2009) Turkey

Hon et al. English / N/ N/ N/I N/ N/I N/l 98 /A +/+ 98 \% +
(2010) Canada (chronic (chronic
wounds) wounds)
Gardner et | English/ N/ N/ N/I 18 D ? N/I N/ N/ 18 | ?
al. (2011) USA (DFU) (DFU)
Choietal. | ?/Hong N/I N/I N/I 541 1 ? N/I N/I N/I 541 | +
(2016) Kong (acute (acute
and and
chronic chronic
wounds) wounds)
Alveset | Portuguese | N/I N/ N/I 35 D + N/I N/ N/ N/ N/I N/I

al. (2018) / Brazil (VLU)
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Overall rating Moderate ? ? Moderate High
/ quality of
evidence
DESIGN-tool | Sanadaet | ?/Japan | N/I N/I N/I 14 (PU) 1 ? 8 (PU) I + N/I N/I N/I
al. (2004)
Overall rating /i /i N/1 N/I N/ /i Very low ? /i Very low + N/1 N/ N/
/ quality of
evidence
DESIGN-R Zhong et Chinese / N/I N/ N/I 8 (PU) | + 8 (PU) D + N/ N/ N/I
tool al. (2013) China
Overall rating " " N/ N/I N/I " Very low + " Very low + N/I N/I N/I
/ quality of
evidence
Photographic | Houghton | English/ N/I N/1 N/I 137 (PU AlA +/+ | 46 (PU D + 38 | -
Wound etal. Canada + + (PU +
Assessment (2000) vascular vascular vascular
Tool (PWAT) ulcers) ulcers) ulcers)
Overall rating " " N/I N/I N/I " Moderate + I Very low + I Very -
/ quality of low
evidence
Revised Thompson | English / N/ N/I N/I 95 VIVIV | +/+]/ 95 D/D +/+ N/I N/I N/I
Photographic etal. Canada (chronic + (chronic
Wound (2013) wounds) wounds)
Assessment
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Tool
(revPWAT)
Overall rating /i /i N/1 N/1 N/ I Moderate + I Low + N/1 N/ N/
/ quality of
evidence
Sessing Scale | Ferrelet | English/ | N/ N/I N/I 50 (PU) 1 + 84 (PU) ] ? N/I N/I N/I
al. (1995) USA
Overall rating " " N/ N/I N/I Very low + Very low ? N/I N/I N/I
/ quality of
evidence
CODED Emperanza | ?/ Spain N/I N/I N/I 10 (PU) | ? 50 (PU) | + N/ N/ N/I
etal.
(2000)
Overall rating " 1 N/1 N/I N/I " Very low ? 1 Very low + N/I N/I N/I
/ quality of
evidence
Leg Ulcer Woodbury | English/ N/ N/1 N/I 19 A + 19 | - 19 | +
Measurement etal. Canada (chronic (chronic (chronic
Tool (LUMT) (2004) leg leg leg
ulcers) ulcers) ulcers)
Overall rating " " N/I N/I N/I /i Very low + Very low 1 1 Very +
/ quality of low
evidence
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Spinal Cord | Thomason | English/ ?
Impairment etal. USA (PU) (PU) (PU)
Pressure (2014)
Ulcer
Monitoring
Tool (SCI-
PUMT)
Overall rating " " I Moderate ? " w + " Low ? N/I N/I N/I
/ quality of
evidence h,
V: Very good, A: Adequate, D: Doubtful, I: Inadequate

+: Sufficient, -: Insufficient, ?: Indeterminate, *: Inconsistent
N/I: Not Investigated

PU: pressure ulcers, VLU: venous leg ulcers, DFU: diabetic foot ulcers



