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Accuracy =
Pr(correct diagnosis)

FPR (false positive rate) =
Pr(flagged|negative)

FDR (false discovery rate) =
Pr(negative|flagged)

FOR (false omission rate)=
Pr(positive|¬flagged)

Pr(flagged)
TPR (sensitivity) =
Pr(flagged|positive)

TNR (specificity) =
Pr(¬flagged|negative)

Precision =
Pr(positive|flagged)
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Prob (avg EG < 0 | 1st EG = -.19) = .9034
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