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Supplementary table S1.  Expert -identified priority themes for improving routine usability of BILAG-2004 index  

Barriers to BILAG-2004 reliable routine use Inaccuracy Inefficiency Strategy for resolution in Easy-BILAG 

Glossary definitions for clinical items are not closely or 

uniformly adhered to. BILAG-2004 glossary exists as 

separate document to case report form and  scoring 

document. 

● ● 

Incorporation of abbreviated glossary 

definitions adjacent to clinical items where 

possible. 

All 97 clinical items require scoring in list format. 

Common clinical features must be located among 

many rarer manifestations. 

 ● 

Re-structure formatting to enhance visibility 

of common items in each domain. Screen 

for and grade rare items only when 

necessary.  

Structure of scoring index does not match flow of 

typical clinical consultation. 
 ● 

Re-structure formatting to align with typical 

clinical consultation. 

Deriving overall A-E domain scores requires multiple 

intricate algorithms which exist as separate document 

to the case report form 

● ● 
Uniform colour coding to simplify 

application of A-E scores across organ 

domains within single document. 

BILAG-2004 scoring instructions (e.g. improvement 

criteria, trickle down rule, attribution to disease SLE 

activity)  are not closely and uniformly adhered to.  

Formal training may not be universally accessible. 

●  Supplementary key scoring instructions and 

self- adjudication checklist made available 

alongside Easy-BILAG. 



 

 

 

 

Supplementary Figure S1: Frequency of BILAG-2004 clinical items in a biologics 

registry (BILAG-BR) cohort BILAG-BR. 

Histogram colour-coded by organ domain, shows frequency of all BILAG-2004 clinical items 

recorded as ‘improving’, ‘same’, worse’ or ‘new’ among patients with active SLE enrolled in 

BILAG-BR. Numerical items (full blood count indices, blood pressure, creatinine and eGFR) 

are mandatory to all records, irrespective of abnormality or attribution to SLE disease activity 

and were therefore not evaluated. Item frequency is shown as percentage of total records 

analysed. 

 



 



 

Supplementary Figure S2: Easy-BILAG page 2 captures infrequent and rare BILAG-

2004 clinical items. 

Easy-BILAG page 2 in full demonstrates structure of the scoring template for uncommon and 

rare SLE features not captured by page 1. Items are organised within tables by organ 

domain. Gastrointestinal and Ophthalmic domains are represented in full, followed by 

infrequently scored items from the Mucocutaneous (Mucocutan), Musculoskeletal (MSK), 

Cardiorespiratory, Neuropsychiatric and Haematological (Haem) domains, signposted on 

page 1. Scoring of items from ‘not present’ (0) to ‘new’ (4) is assisted by colour coding which 

translates to overall organ domain scores from A (blue), B (pink), C (yellow) to D or E (white) 

as directed by the key on Easy-BILAG page 1 (See Figure 1). If any page 2 items are 

recorded, an updated domain score for each organ domain is assigned in the free text space 

provided on Easy-BILAG page 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

-BILAG 

       Self- Adjudication Checklist 

 

1. All items scored are attributable to active SLE     

 

2. All abnormal blood and urine results scored are attributable to active SLE 

 

3. The ‘trickle down rule’ has been applied:  

Any item scored as ‘severe’ should also be scored as ‘mild’ 

 

4. If completed at monthly intervals confirm: 

Any item scored ‘same’ or ‘worse’ was also scored last month 

  Any item scored ‘new’ last month is also scored this month 

 

5. Items scored as improving have been either consistently improving over 2 weeks or fully 

resolved for at least 7 days and improvement is sufficient to consider alteration in therapy 

 

 

 

 

Supplementary Figure S3. Optional Easy-BILAG self-adjudication check-list. 

An optional five-item checklist to follow completion of Easy-BILAG is designed to assist use 

of Easy-BILAG in clinical research and mitigate against common inconsistencies which arise 

in BILAG-2004 assessments during clinical trials. 
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Supplementary table S2. Characteristics of professionals participating in Easy-BILAG validation exercise 

 All 

 

n = 33 

Standard BILAG-2004 Index 

n = 17 

Easy BILAG 

 

n = 16  

Clinical Role 

Consultant Rheumatologist 

Speciality Trainee 

Clinical Academic 

Clinical Nurse Specialist 

 

12 (36.4) 

15 (45.5) 

3 (9.1) 

3 (9.1) 

 

5 (29.4) 

9 (52.9) 

1 (5.9) 

2 (11.8) 

 

7 (43.8) 

6 (37.5) 

2 (12.5) 

1 (6.3) 

Prior BILAG-2004 training 18 (54.5) 8 (47.1%) 10 (62.5) 

Workplace 

General hospital 

Tertiary centre 

 

13 (39.4) 

20 (60.6) 

 

8 (47.1) 

9 (52.9) 

 

5 (31.3) 

11 (68.8) 

Current BILAG-2004 use  

Regularly 

Occasional or rarely 

 

10 (27.3) 

23 (69.7) 

 

3 (17.6) 

14 (82.4) 

 

7 (43.8) 

9 (56.3) 



 

 

 

Supplementary Figure S4. Accuracy of Easy-BILAG by prior BILAG-2004 training and 

experience. 

Boxplots show performance of Easy-BILAG (blue) versus standard format BILAG-2004 

(white) across different levels of prior BILAG-2004 training and experience 2004 in the self-

timed validation workbook exercise. For clinicians with prior BILAG-2004 training, scoring 

accuracy (% accuracy; median (Q1, Q2)) against model answers for active organ domains 

(A) was significantly higher using Easy-BILAG (n = 10; 95.7 (91.3, 97.8)) than standard 

format BILAG-2004 (n = 8; 79.3 (75.0, 89.1), p = 0.01). Among those without prior training 

there was also a lesser effect (p = 0.2) but accuracy of clinicians using Easy-BILAG was not 

significantly different between those with and without prior training (p = 0.30). Scoring 

accuracy for active domains among clinicians who currently use BILAG-2004 infrequently in 

practice (B) was significantly higher with Easy-BILAG (n = 9; 91.3 (89.1, 95.7)) than with 

standard format BILAG-2004 (n = 15; 78.3 (62.5, 89.1), p = 0.05). Clinicians using BILAG-

2004 regularly also showed trend to higher accuracy with Easy-BILAG (n = 7; 95.6 (94.6, 

97.8)) and standard format BILAG-2004 (n = 2; median = 84.8; p = 0.09) though numbers for 

comparison were smaller. Scoring accuracy using Easy-BILAG was not significantly different 

between clinicians using existing BILAG-2004 regularly and infrequently in current practice 

(p = 0.15).  ** p ≤ 0.01   * p ≤ 0.05, ns – non significant, p > 0.05 


