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Abstract. The assessment of in vivo '®F images targeting amyloid deposition is currently carried on by visual rating with an
optional quantification based on standardized uptake value ratio (SUVr) measurements. We target the difficulties of image
reading and possible shortcomings of the SUVr methods by validating a new semi-quantitative approach named ELBA. ELBA
involves a minimal image preprocessing and does not rely on small, specific regions of interest (ROIs). It evaluates the whole
brain and delivers a geometrical/intensity score to be used for ranking and dichotomic assessment. The method was applied
to 504 '8F-florbetapir images from the ADNI database. Five expert readers provided visual assessment in blind and open
sessions. The longitudinal trend and the comparison to SUVr measurements were also evaluated. ELBA performed with area
under the roc curve (AUC) = 0.997 versus the visual assessment. The score was significantly correlated to the SUVr values
(r =0.86, p < 107*). The longitudinal analysis estimated a test/retest error of ~2.3%. Cohort and longitudinal analysis
suggests that the ELBA method accurately ranks the brain amyloid burden. The expert readers confirmed its relevance in
aiding the visual assessment in a significant number (85) of difficult cases. Despite the good performance, poor and uneven
image quality constitutes the major limitation.
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INTRODUCTION

The latest research criteria for diagnosing
Alzheimer’s disease (AD) suggest that in vivo quan-
tification of brain amyloid-g (AB) deposition using
positron emission tomography (PET) is emerging
as a crucial tool in diagnosing or in excluding AD
([1] but also [2, 3]) and is likely to play a pivotal
role in upcoming clinical trials of disease modifying
agents [4-6].

The foreseeable increase in the use of this testing
methodology, the sensitive nature of the outcome for
the patient prognosis, and the availability of different
radioligands pose new challenges to clinicians.

Currently, human readers who want to acquire the
necessary expertise are counseled to attend ligand-
specific courses, often brought in by pharmaceutical
companies, where visual evaluation procedures tend
to favor a dichotomic reading (positive/negative).
This approach is justified by the apparent scarcity of
cases where the ligand uptake distribution cannot be
easily identified or where its spatial extent is limited.
Indeed, while most amyloid-PET images are rather
easily evaluated by a trained eye, as amyloid-PET
becomes a widespread tool uncertain instances are
going to be met more and more frequently.

Because of the non-trivial visual assessment in a
non—negligible number of cases, a more sophisticated
approach is required, which provides quantification
(and rank) besides classification.

Clinicians can currently rely on commercially
available quantification software, usually based on
the numerical estimation of the Standardized Uptake
Value ratio (SUVr) [7]. Briefly, SUVr procedure cal-
culates the ratio of PET counts between a number of
target regions of interest (ROI) versus a reference one.
This way entails a significant image preprocessing to
ensure that the ROIs are properly placed. In addition,
ROI number, placement and size vary among imple-
mentations and they often require human feedback.

We believe therefore that there is room to improve
the PET image reading by relaxing some of the con-
straints imposed by the SUVr approach (accurate
image registration, the use of uptake and reference
ROI) while providing robust ranking among subjects
and proportionality to the visual assessment. With
that, we do not wish to replace or belittle the estab-
lished visual and SUVr-based semi-quantifications.
Rather, the intent is to complement those with a novel
and independent approach, with the goal of providing
more robust and diversified knowledge on difficult-
to-read cases.

This work proposes a method for the EvaLuation
of Brain Amyloidosis (hereafter named “ELBA”)
on images of one of the new !SF ligands (i.e.,
I8F_Florbetapir). ELBA is designed to deliver
the whole-brain amyloid-burden estimation and a
ranking system to aid in the visual assessment.
Comparison to SUVr semi-quantification, clinical
evaluation at follow-up visits and cerebrospinal fluid
(CSF) analysis is provided to complement the method
validation.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The ELBA method was developed on scans cur-
rently available in the ADNI database and acquired
with '8F-Florbetapir, which was chosen by ADNI to
be the reference radioligand in the evaluation of brain
amyloidosis [8].

The analysis procedure is automatic and does not
need any human supervision save for an optional
check after the spatial registration process, to ensure
that the processed image is consistent and has accept-
able characteristics.

In this study we first introduce the processing
steps to characterize a PET scan using two features
which are combined to give the ELBA score, next we
proceed with visual assessment in blind and open ses-
sions, finally we use the consensus visual assessment
to set a cut-off value for ELBA and SUVr measures,
and compare results.

PET scans and subject selection

We downloaded '8F-Florbetapir scans of 244
subjects from the ADNI archive in the most fully pro-
cessed format (series description in LONI Advanced
Search: AV45 Coreg, AVG, Std Img. and Vox Siz,
Uniform Resolution, subjects identification in Sup-
plementary Table 1). Subjects were selected to have
at least two scans (at baseline and after an approxi-
mately 2 years of follow-up), and 16 subjects came
with three scans for a total of n; = 504 PET images
(i-e., 228 subject with two scans and 16 subjects with
3 scans). The ensemble properties of these images are
shown in Table 1.

Subjects’ clinical evaluation was taken to be the
closest diagnosis to the baseline PET scan date.
Cohorts were grouped by the ADNI core clinical cri-
teria [9] as: normal subjects (NS, N = 70), early mild
cognitively impaired (EMCI, N = 86), mild cogni-
tively impaired (MCI, N = 26), late mild cognitively
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Table 1
Subjects and scanner ensemble statistics

Maker Model N. of scans N. of subj M/F Age

SIEMENS 1093 16 8 3/5 77.3 (8.0)
SIEMENS 1094 34 21 6/15 70.4 (6.7)
Siemens/CTI ACCEL 12 6 5/1 72.3(1.7)
GEMS Advance 16 8 3/5 73.9 (4.3)
Philips Medical Systems Allegro Body(C) 4 4 3/1 74.0 (7.3)
SIEMENS Biograph20 mCT 1 1 1/0 72.0 (0.0)
SIEMENS Biograph64 5 5 2/3 73.5(7.4)
GE MEDICAL SYSTEMS Discovery 600 4 2 1/1 71.5(11.2)
GE MEDICAL SYSTEMS Discovery 710 2 2 0/2 68.2 (1.3)
GE MEDICAL SYSTEMS Discovery LS 19 11 7/4 71.2(7.2)
GE MEDICAL SYSTEMS Discovery RX 8 4 2/2 71.5(4.2)
GE MEDICAL SYSTEMS Discovery ST 32 23 14/9 75.1 (6.6)
GE MEDICAL SYSTEMS Discovery STE 74 43 31/12 72.6 (7.3)
Philips Medical Systems GEMINI TF Big Bore 6 5 4/1 75.2 (6.6)
Philips Medical Systems GEMINI TF TOF 16 25 12 517 71.5(6.8)
Philips Medical Systems GEMINI TF TOF 64 14 9 5/4 72.7 (13.6)
Philips Medical Systems Guardian Body(C) 10 5 3/2 75.6 (5.1)
Siemens/CTI HR+ 103 54 26/28 729 (7.7)
Siemens ECAT HRRT 59 26 14/12 73.5 (8.6)
Philips Ingenuity TF PET/CT 3 3 2/1 70.6 (18.1)
CPS LSO PET/CT HI-REZ 45 24 11/13 70.2 (7.6)
Philips Medical Systems NULL 2 1 0/1 70.7 (0.0)
SIEMENS SOMATOM Definition AS mCT 10 10 5/5 75.1(7.3)
- - 504 2441 128/116 72.6 (7.6)

TThe number of subjects in the total is the number of unique subject identifiers. This is not the sum of the respective column because 38

subjects were scanned on a different system at baseline and follow-up.

impaired (LMCI, N = 51), and Alzheimer’s disease
(AD,N=11).

Image processing

The intent of ELBA is to capture intensity distri-
bution patterns rather than actual counts in specific
ROIs. Considering the brain as a whole, we observed
that geometrical appearances of iso-intensity surfaces
are rather characteristic in typical negative and pos-
itive subjects, the latter showing a sparser and more
convoluted appearance than the former. In addition,
whole-brain intensity histograms appear to be skewed
toward higher intensities in positive subjects.

As qualitative interpretation, the PET signal clus-
ters onto the gray matter patches with significant
amyloid load, often surpassing the adjacent non-
specific white matter intensity. The presence of
higher intensity patches biases the counts statis-
tics and, when thresholded, gives a more complex
surface (with notches and several non-connected
components).

To capture and quantify these characteristics we
developed two features: one that gauges the iso-
intensity surface complexity and another that assess
the histogram propensity toward higher values. These
features are global properties of the whole brain

and do not require a reference ROI. An infographic
showing these steps is provided in Supplementary
Fig. 2.

Still, basic image processing consisting in a
spatial registration to MNI coordinates is per-
formed to allow the segmentation of the brain
from the head. This is necessary because non-
cortical regions like ventricles, cerebellum, and scalp
do not carry information specific to the amyloid
burden.

Reference PET

The reference PET (RP) is a mean image of
40 subjects acquired during the AVID-18 clinical
trial at one center (Fondazione Poliambulanza Isti-
tuto Ospedaliero Brescia, Italy) with '8 F-Florbetapir
tracer and the following acquisition parameters:
injected dose = 370 MBq, acquisition time = 10 min
(50 min after the injection), image reconstruction on a
256 x 256 matrix with 4 iterations, 21 subset, Gaus-
sian filter with FWHM = 2 mm.

These subjects delivered a mix of negative and
positive scans (14 and 26, respectively), whose eval-
uation was visually confirmed by one of the expert
readers (UG). They were used to generate a spatial
reference only and were not included in the ELBA
score development.
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The mix of positive and negative subjects was only
used to provide a balanced template, with the aim to
provide an average image, sampled from a typical
population, which is used as registration target. In
this respect, the evaluation of the single reader needs
not to be confirmed, as it only serves to generate an
average, smoothed reference.

Generally speaking, the registration process
between same-modality images is more robust than
the cross-modality counterpart. The main benefit of a
R P therefore, was to relax the need of matching PET
scans directly onto the MNI-MRI template, either
directly or having the subject’s MRI as guide.

To generate the RP, the 40 scans underwent a
recursive registration process, each step delivering a
mean template. The first step consisted of an affine
registration onto the ICBM-152 MRI template using
a mutual-information metric. An intermediate PET
template was generated by averaging over the regis-
tered images. The intermediate template was used as
reference for another registration batch to generate a
second reference. The subsequent steps used an affine
plus a weak non-linear registration—that is a non-
linear warping using a large (12 mm) smooth operator
on the deformation field [10]—to improve on the ref-
erence image generation. The iterative process ended
after no more than 5 steps, when the generated refer-
ence did not show significant changes with respect to
the previous step.

The MNI-provided lobes, ventricles and sub-
cortical regions segmentations were mapped onto the
R P and visually inspected for consistency.

ADNI image processing

All downloaded scans (labeled with i, i = 1..n)
were spatially registered with an affine transforma-
tion onto the R P, delivering p; MNI-aligned images.
We then segmented the cortical surfaces (c;) and
ventricles regions (v;) from each p; by means of
non-linear mapping of the available pre-segmented
masks on the reference image R P: the R P was regis-
tered with a non-linear transformation onto the target
PET and the deformation field was applied to the
segmented masks.

We extracted the brain ROI b; considering all brain
lobes delimited by the cortical surface c;, neglecting
the cerebellum, the brain stem and the ventricles. A
sample of the image processing result is illustrated
in Supplementary Fig. 1. To reduce the processing
errors, longitudinal scans from the same subject were
treated as a batch from the beginning (i.e., sharing
registration parameters and masks).

Images were then measured with two methods:
intensity-based and geometry-based, each delivering
a characteristic feature.

Geometric feature

The selected brain volume b; is partitioned into
np = 48 iso-intensity levels 0 </; <1, j=1..ng
taken at equal quantile distances of the whole inten-
sity distribution (i.e., n; quantiles in the interval
[1 —1/np,ng]). The number of levels is of little con-
sequence provided it is chosen ny 2 10 to ensure
adequate sampling of the distribution (we tested the
feature outcome with n; = 16, 24, 32, 48 levels).
Partitions consist of s; surfaces and V; enveloped
volumes defined as

V= {num of voxels € b;, voxel intensity > lj}

SjZZl

av;

where the d symbol denotes the boundary, that is s;
counts the number of voxels on the perimeter. The s;
and the enveloped volumes V; are not required to be
a connected set.

Each partition is characterized by two numbers:
one representing the radius r‘]‘. of an equivalent sphere
having the same surface extent as s, and another is
the radius r; of the equivalent sphere of volume V;,

that is
1
= (2)E = (3)
J 47 J 47

If we plot r} and r} for all j = 1..nz, on a Carte-
sian plane we get a characteristic curve inferiorly
bounded by the bisector line ¥ = r*, which is the
limit for all s; being actual spheres. The characteris-
tic curve distances itself from the bisector line the
most when the s; is rough and notched. Because
of the peculiar spatial distribution of counts in the
brain, typical appearance of the characteristic curves
is rather different for amyloid-positive and negative
scans (Fig. 1).

When we subtract the trivial bisector line, typically
positive scans show a higher surface-to-volume ratio
on the higher intensity levels (low r¥) with respect to
the lower intensity levels (high r?), and vice versa for
negative scans.

The characteristic curve is integrated without the
bisector area on the lower and higher half of its
domain D (i.e., the range of r") to deliver the geo-
metric feature G;:
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Fig. 1. Plot a: iso-intensity partition illustration on an axial projection, related to three percentile values of the intensity counts within the
brain ROI (0.25, 0.50, and 0.75; red, yellow, and blue). Plot b: characteristic curve (r,,rs) for two typical cases: a low and a high amyloid
burden scan (thick curve/dotted curve, respectively). Values are normalized to the respective brain volume and boundary. The thin line is the

bisector.
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Intensity feature

This feature gauges the intensity and contrast val-
ues in b; and divides them into clusters. The chosen
clustering method was kmeans [11, 12] with two
classes (High, Low). Since kmeans uses an itera-
tive algorithm starting form a random sample, to
ensure reproducibility we run it for 10 repetitions,
then choosing the one with minimum within-cluster
sums of point-to-centroid distances.

In each class, we computed the number of ele-
ments K gign and Ky, and the class median intensity
value Igign, ILow. We conventionally linearly scale
the intensity histogram so that the values correspond-
ing to the 1% and the 99% percentiles are mapped
onto the [0, 1] interval. We then defined the intensity
feature C; as

C;=In (KHigh 1Low>
Krow IHigh

The intensity feature modulates the relative num-
ber of elements in the classes with their contrast.
As in the geometric feature, this latter formulation
is expressed as a ratio too, so that both features are
internally (intra-subject) normalized.

ELBA score

The two image features G; and C; were plotted
on a Cartesian plane and used to fit a quadratic
polynomial. Each point can be projected onto the
curve to get two new coordinates: a curvilinear
abscissa x. (arc length) and a curvilinear ordinate y,
(see Fig. 2).

The ELBA score is simply x, after a linear scaling
and a shift to conveniently place the origin at the
cut-off between negative and positive scans.

Up to this point, the construction of the ELBA
score did not require any indication on the subject
amyloid burden, or provide any hint about its age or
clinical status. It was merely a way to combine infor-
mation on the geometrical distribution of PET counts
in the brain and information on the contrast between
the brightest and darkest intensity components.

Alternative implementations

There can be equivalent implementations of the
ELBA score which can replace the formulas listed
above. For instance, any formulation which differen-
tiates highly notched versus smoother surfaces can
be used in place of the geometric feature. Similarly,
intensity bias in a scan histogram can be equivalently
assessed by the following ratio
<I>—-q

I:
b g—<1>
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Fig. 2. ELBA scatter plot (intensity feature C versus geomet-
ric feature G). The black line is the quadratic model. For each
scan (dots) the blue part of the line represents the curvilinear
abscissa x, (arc length), and the perpendicular line is the curvilinear
ordinate y,.

where < [ > is the mean intensity and ¢g; and g; are
the 1% and the 99% intensity percentiles.

Even the use of the curvilinear abscissa described
above is not mandatory and an alternative score E’

can be formulated with a simple geometric mean” as

In addition, given the apparent high correlation
between the two features G and C (Fig. 2), one might
also be tempted to use one feature only rather than a
combination of the two.

As example of possible different implementations,
we show in Supplementary Fig. 7 the performance
comparison among the ELBA score, the geomet-
ric and intensity features alone, and the alternative
score E'.

The analysis shows the equivalence of the curvi-
linear abscissa versus the geometric mean approach,
whereas the single feature comparison seems to
favor the intensity feature C. For the sake of
robustness, we kept both features in the ELBA
score.

2The geometric mean is often used when comparing different
items to find a single “figure of merit” when each item can span
different numeric ranges.

VALIDATION

All PET images were evaluated by five indepen-
dent readers: two nuclear medicine (NM) physicians
and one neurologist who have been trained to give
teaching courses to NM physicians and read more
than 200 scans with supervision (expert readers) and
two moderately expert readers (NM physician) who
read more than 200 images under supervision.

Upon coarse data examination, the readers noticed
an apparent quality difference among scans. They
agreed therefore on an operational definition of
“sub-optimal image quality” for the purpose of keep-
ing track of quality-induced mis-readings during the
validation. They considered a subjective evaluation of
low quality reconstruction, motion artefacts, or low
signal-to-noise ratio according to each own clinical
experience. The aim was to tag scans whose char-
acteristics could interfere in (or impair) the visual
assessment.

Regardless of the their quality, all scans were pro-
cessed and visually evaluated. The quality label was
used for retrospective analyses only, to keep track of
possible grounds for difficult cases.

The 504 images were divided into 488 among
baseline and first follow-up scans, plus 16 second
follow-up scans. For the validation purpose we used
the 488 baseline and follow-up images, while the
additional 16 scans only were used in the longitudinal
evaluation (described below).

Baseline and follow-up scans were read as inde-
pendent images, all mixed together with random
order so that evaluators were very unlikely to see the
same subject twice during the reading sessions.

Blind phase

Images were presented after the preprocessing
steps described above in “Image processing”. The
blind evaluation was carried out by each reader with-
out interaction, without support from any automatic
analysis software, blind to the clinical data, blind to
the ELBA output and according to each reader’s own
practice and experience.

Readers were initially allowed to judge on a three
classes base: negative, positive, and uncertain. Read-
ers were asked to use negative and positive tags on
images where they were absolutely confident of the
visual assessment. Scans whose evaluation implied
a more elaborated visual inspection and where the
possibility of doubt existed should have been ini-
tially tagged as uncertain. In addition, readers were
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also asked to add a tag on the perceived image
quality.

Besides the individual evaluations, the analysis of
the blind phase delivered 4 image set: the P set and the
N set, that is scans which were consistently marked
as positive and negative by all readers; the U set, that
is scans which received an uncertain comment from
at least one reader; and the C set, that contains those
scans which received contrasting judgment (positive
and negative together from one or more readers).

More specifically, the U set consists of scans with
atleast one uncertain comment but otherwise no con-
trasting labels, whereas the C set consists of scans
which received contrasting evaluations but which
may also have had one or more uncertain comment.

Open phase

In this phase, all scans in the U and C set were
presented again. Each scan was evaluated by all five
readers in an open session, with interaction, where
they were invited to reach a consensus on either
negative or positive label.

This time though the ELBA output was partially
used to aid in the analysis. Readers were not made
aware of the ELBA score but the image to evalu-
ate was shown side-by-side with two other images,
ordered on the ELBA score scale: the nearest one
from the P set and the nearest one from the N set
(see Fig. 3b for an example). This visualization was
meant to help in the assessment, by comparing the
scan under scrutiny to the most similar, validated
assets.

The original scans (i.e., not spatially normalized)
were also available for consultation. They were used
to cross-check the consensus evaluation during the
open discussion.

Comparison with SUVr-based methods

We calculated the average cortico-cerebellar SUVr
on all scans, to compare the ELBA score to this widely
used semi-quantification method. We used a data-
driven approach with the whole cerebellum (white
and gray matter) as reference and a number of cor-
tical ROIs as uptake regions, as displayed in Fig. 4.
The SUVr information was used neither in the blind
nor in open validation phase.

The cortical regions were: medial frontal gyrus,
lateral frontal cortex (middle frontal gyrus), lateral
temporal cortex (middle temporal gyrus), lateral pari-
etal cortex (inferior parietal lobule), insula, caudate

nucleus, and precuneus-posterior cingulate region.
They were obtained by a data-driven approach similar
to the one described in [13].

Briefly, we took 50 negative and 50 positive sub-
jects from the N and P set (i.e., those subjects tagged
negative and positive independently by all readers).
Each image was spatially normalized into MNI space
and intensity normalized by the mean counts in the
whole cerebellum. Then a positive and negative mean
image was generated. The negative mean was sub-
tracted from the positive one, the result was left-right
symmetrized and smoothed with a 3D-Gaussian fil-
ter (0 = 3 mm). We found an optimal threshold by
maximization of the area under the ROC curve of the
SUVr between the 50 positive and 50 negative scans.

SUVr measures were provided by ADNI too, but
only on a fraction of the baseline PET scans (111).
The ADNI-provided values are calculated according
to protocols described in [8], and they are the average
cortical-cerebellar SUVr computed with two meth-
ods: one with the syngo PET Amyloid Plaque (sPAP)
software and another with the Avid Semi-Automated
Method (AVID [14]). We checked that SUVr values
computed with the data-driven approach agreed with
those already provided on the subset of baseline scans
using correlation and linear regression analysis.

The final SUVr cut-off was chosen to maximize
accuracy using the consensus negative/positive labels
after the open phase session.

Comparison with CSF ABay quantification

CSF was acquired by lumbar puncture following
procedures and criteria identified by ADNI (analysis
details and quality control procedures are available
at http://adni.loni.usc.edu/). The biomarker data set
used in this study were taken from the file series
upennbiomk4.csv to upennbiomk8.csv. We consid-
ered CSF and PET data whose measurements were
closest in time, restricting to lumbar punctures and
PET measurements performed within 100 days of
each other, which resulted in a selection of 203
subjects.

The cut-off on CSF ApBs, values was 174 ng/L
(from [15]), a value Mattsson et al. found to be
optimal to maximize accuracy between stable and
progressive MCL.

We compared CSF with ELBA and SUVr scores
and with visual assessment. We also evaluated the
diagnostic performance for NS versus AD (57 versus
51 subjects, respectively), where clinical assessment
was taken at the latest possible follow-up visit.
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Fig. 3. Plot a: zoom on the geometric (G) and intensity feature (C) plane around a new scan to be evaluated (blue diamond). The scan is
compared to the nearest tagged cases taken from the N and P set only, i.e., scans with concordant independent evaluation by all readers given
in the blind session. The distance is evaluated on the ELBA plane, where the nearest positive and negative scans are indicated by the blue
line. A trans-axial representation of the three scans is shown in plot b as sample of the additional information used in the open phase session.

Longitudinal evaluation

We computed the annualized score change (ASC)
using follow-up scans. For the 228 subjects with a
baseline and a follow-up scan we used the formula

Sf—Sp
ty—

ASC =

where f and b label the follow-up and baseline score
and subject’s age. For the 16 subjects with two follow-
up we computed the least square linear regression

s+e=mt+b

of the score s versus time ¢ (b is the intercept and €
the residuals) and the ASC is simply

ASC=m

To compare the numbers with other indexes (such
as those computed with SUVr quantification), we
considered the normalized quantity

ASC
- 1qr(s)

x 100

where the interquartile range (iqr) of the score s is
used as normalization factor to estimate the relative
score change over the observed population variability.

Using the 16 subjects with three scans each,
we attempted to estimate the analysis stability and
robustness. With the present data we could not evalu-
ate a test/retest paradigm on the same subject (i.e.,
two repeated scans with subject reposition) so we
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Fig. 4. Uptake regions for the computation of SUVT values superimposed on the reference PET. The counts normalization region (not shown

here) is the whole cerebellum.

used the residuals € on the linear regression of the
score versus time as a proxy. This works under
the hypothesis that the amyloid burden piles up
slowly and linearly at least within the follow-up
time (approx. 4 years)—an assumption that agrees
with the accepted neuropathological models—and
assuming that the technical errors on repeated
scans are independent from the subject’s amyloid
burden.

Deviation from the linear behavior is then used
as a surrogate to the test/retest error and treated as
analysis uncertainty (due to protocol, image acqui-
sition, reconstruction and processing) and used to
estimate the error on the single examination. It can be
thus compared to literature works on the various A
ligands [16-19], which show an average test/retest
relative error using the global SUVr measurement in
the range 3% — 7%.

Obviously, the measured uncertainty would not
be due to the feature processing only, but also to
the different acquisition conditions, scanners, and
reconstruction parameters. For instance, we remark
that among the 16 subjects with three scans, 11
were acquired on a single scanner on baseline and

follow-ups, and 5 subjects were acquired with two
different scanners at some follow-up.

Finally, we selected a subset of subjects with either
negative or borderline ELBA score (i.e., ELBA <0.5)
which were also evaluated by CSF analysis. These
subjects were divided into three groups, of pro-
gressively lower average A4, concentration (ng/L):
group A, ABsp > 230; group B, 174 < AB4y < 230;
group C, ABsr < 174.

These three groups contained an approximately
equal number of subjects (52, 48, and 34, respec-
tively) where the above-cutoff ensemble was divided
into A and B to better reflect the possible trend in
longitudinal behavior with respect to CSF outcome.
An analysis of variance was applied to check for
significant differences among groups.

Clinical follow-up

The latest clinical evaluation was checked and
compared to the initial assessment. We found 78
subjects who had their assessment reviewed from
baseline (latest clinical data sheet downloaded on
May 10, 2016). The average time to conversion
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Fig. 5. Visual evaluation versus the ELBA score (or equivalently the curvilinear abscissa) before and after the blind phase session; negative,
positive, and uncertain labels are given by each reader (AC, FN, IB, SM, and UP). In the blind session summary (‘Blind’), P and N refers to
scans consistently (i.e., by all readers) tagged positive and negative, respectively. U refers to scans which received at least one uncertain tag
but no contrasting assessment; C refers to scans which received contrasting assessment (even when together with uncertain tags). The open
session summary (‘Open’) shows the dichotomic consensus. Circles are centered on the median value of the respective cohort and their areas
are proportional to the sample size. The vertical line marks the cut-off. Thick lines mark the 25% and 75% percentile, thin lines extends up

to 1.5 times the interquartile range.

was 35+ 10 months (mean and standard devia-
tion). They were divided into 4 classes according to
the baseline/follow-up assessment: MCI— AD (46),
MCI—NS (16), NS—MCI (10), and NS— AD (6).

Their ELBA and SUVr scores at baseline
were used to measure consistency between semi-
quantification methods and the agreement with the
diagnosis at baseline and follow-up. When present,
CSF Ap4 level was used to help discussing border-
line cases and evaluate diagnosis agreement with the
biomarkers.

Further methodological considerations

We checked for dependency on tracer doses admin-
istered, scan start time after the injection, and
white matter integrity as possible factors which

might influence the intensity mapping. Data set con-
taining scan information were downloaded from
ADNI (files av45meta.csv, ucd_adnil_wmh.csv and
ucd_adni2_wmbh.csv, additional analysis details are
available at http://adni.loni.usc.edu/). These addi-
tional data were available for 242 scans.

All parameters were linearly regressed against the
ELBA score, showing no significant trend (95% CL
on the line slope include the zero). A visual repre-
sentation of this analysis is found in Supplementary
Fig. 6.

In addition, we estimated the generalized accu-
racy, sensitivity, and specificity of ELBA and SUVr
scores versus the visual assessment (open phase) by
means of an iterative procedure. Briefly, we randomly
selected 50% of the PET datasets as the training
group (for the coefficient estimation for SUVr and
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Fig. 6. Mean (baseline and follow-up) ELBA score distribution
versus clinical cohort. Dots (subjects) are shown with the median
(red line), the 95% conf. level on the median (yellow band) and
the interquartile range (azure band). In each cohort, the leftmost
[rightmost] dots represents age class <70 [>70] years old. NS,
cognitively normal subjects; EMCI/LMCI/MCI, early- /late- / mild
cognitive impairment; AD, Alzheimer’s disease.

ELBA) and 50% of the PET datasets as the test-
ing group (for the cross-validation of the estimated
coefficients). Each group contained approximately an
equal number of positive and negative scans, based
on the concordant judgment of the experts (i.e., after
the open session). Cut-off values for SUVrand ELBA
scores were computed on the training group (maxi-
mizing accuracy) and applied to the testing group.
The procedure was iterated 500 times.

RESULTS
Blind and open phase performance

The score distribution was grouped by visual
assessment and results are displayed in Fig. 5, where
we show the single reader evaluation and the com-
bined set after the blind and the open sessions. An
equivalent plot using the curvilinear ordinate y. is
provided in Supplementary Fig. 4.

Of the 488 scans, 186 were consistently marked as
positive by all readers (P set), 217 marked as negative
(N set), 63 received an uncertain comment from at
least one reader (U set), and 22 received contrasting
judgment (positive and negative together, C set). The
agreement among the readers after the blind session

was measured by the intraclass correlation coefficient
(ICC) and was found to be ICC=0.94, (p < 10_4).

Scans labeled uncertain were rather consistent
both in number—59, 45, 49, 42, and 48 for AC, IB,
UG, SM, and FN, respectively—and ELBA score.
Moreover, all readers consistently tagged 34 scans
as uncertain. Not surprisingly, 45 out of 63 (71%) of
all uncertain scans were also flagged as “sub-optimal
quality” by at least one reader.

To define the cut-off value on the score, we used the
open phase results. The cut-off was chosen to max-
imize accuracy and the original curvilinear abscissa
(xc) was scaled and shifted to have cut-off = 0 and
the mean score on the negative scans = —1 (lower x-
axis in Fig. 5). The linear scaling is not a necessary
step per se; it is applied only to facilitate the score
interpretation.

The discriminating power was measured by the
area under the receiver operating characteristic curve
(AUC), giving AUC = 1.000 for N versus P in blind
condition (i.e., on the scans on which all readers inde-
pendently concurred), and AUC = 0.997 [0.993 —
0.999] for negative versus positive (accuracy = 0.97)
after the open phase discussion (CL = 0.95 within
brackets).

We also show the distribution of the score grouped
by clinical cohorts in Fig. 6; 244 subjects are plotted,
grouped by their clinical classification at baseline.
The values on the y axis are the average between the
baseline and the follow-up ELBA scores. To enhance
the reading, subjects in Fig. 6 are also grouped by
age: for each cohort, the leftmost and rightmost dots
represents subjects of age <70 and >70 years, respec-
tively.

Comparison with SUVr-based methods

Fig. 7 and Table 3 present semi-quantification
values and binary summary separately for the dif-
ferent diagnosis groups, using the visual assessment
after the blind session. Fig. 8 shows the comprehen-
sive ELBA score versus SUVr semi-quantification on
all scans labeled according to the visual evaluation
after the open phase session; the confusion matrix
is provided in Table 2a and b. In these figures and
tables, the optimal SUVTr cut-off is 1.23 and it was
computed maximizing the accuracy using the open
session results, in the same way as with the ELBA
score.

The SUVr AUC = 0.978[0.964 —0.985] (accuracy
= 0.94). The Pearson correlation between ELBA and
SUVr scores is 7 = 0.86 (p < 10~%).
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Table 2
Confusion matrices for ELBA and SUVr scores alone (a), and compared to the visual assessment (b)

a) Confusion matrix (ELBA score/SUVr)

N =488 ELBA
positive negative
SUVr positive 190 25
negative 13 260

b) Confusion matrix versus visual assessment (open session)

SUVr ELBA Visual assessment
positive negative
positive positive 189 1
positive negative 7 18
negative positive 7 6
negative negative 1 259

We matched our SUVr computation on 111 base-
line scans which were provided with independent
SUVr values by ADNI (sPAP and AVID meth-
ods). Pearson correlation is: r = 0.98 (p < 107%)
this work versus sPAP; r =0.99 (p < 10™%) this
work versus AVID. The least square line y = ax +
b between our SUVr and the AVID one has a
slope [CL=0.95] a = 0.90[0.87,0.92] and inter-
cept b =0.07 [0.03,0.10] which translates in an
equivalent optimized cut-off = 1.18 on the AVID
values.

Using the cross-validation procedure to estab-
lish cut-off values and estimate the generalized
performance, we found that the combined accu-
racy, sensitivity, and specificity for ELBA are
0.96, 0.97, and 0.95, respectively. Similarly, SUVr
results are: 0.95, 0.96, and 0.93. The ELBA cut-off
range was found within the interval [-0.14 — 0.18]
(95% CL).

Comparison with CSF APy

The scatterplot between baseline ELBA score and
CSF A4, concentration is provided in Fig. 9, where
the open-phase visual assessment was used to group
data.

Concordance between ELBA score and A B4; score
classification was achieved in 184 out of 203 (90.6%)
instances; in 7.5% of patients an altered AB4> score
was found with normal ELBA score and, on oppo-
site, 1.5% of patients had a (slightly) increased ELBA
score with normal A B4 levels.

The related SUVTr representation is in Supplemen-
tary Fig. 9. The confusion matrix for CSF versus
visual assessment (open phase), ELBA and SUVr
scores is provided in Table 4, where the accuracy is
found to be 0.90, 0.91, and 0.89, respectively.

The number of subjects with confirmed NS and
AD clinical status at follow-up and with CSF analy-
sis is 108. The area under the ROC curve (auc, CL
= 0.95) for NS (57) versus AD (51) is found to be
auc = 0.88 [0.78 — 0.95] (CSF), auc = 0.96 [0.90 —
0.98] (ELBA) and auc= 0.92 [0.84 — 0.97] (SUVTr).
A graphical representation is in Supplementary
Fig. 10.

Clinical follow-up

Fig. 10a shows the scores for those subjects
whose clinical evaluation changed over time. The
agreement between ELBA and SUVr dichotomized
scores is 97.4%. Most MCI—AD (89%) do fall
into the SUVr positive/ELBA positive quadrant, as
well as most MCI—NS (87.5%) fall into the SUVr
negative/ELBA negative quadrant.

When considering CSF Af4; values, which were
available for 63 out of 78 converters, the agree-
ment with ELBA was slightly better than with SUVr
(93.7% versus 90.5%, Figs. 10b and c).

Very limited discrepancies with the clinical evalua-
tion are apparent. For instance, there are two subjects
(1 MCI—AD and 1 NS—AD) who exhibit con-
sistently negative markers (ELBA, SUVr, and CSF)
despite their final clinical assessment, while another
NS— AD is borderline negative for CSF and ELBA
and borderline positive for SUVT.

Longitudinal evaluation

Longitudinal analysis on the subjects with a base-
line and one follow-up scans showed rather scattered
values, although a pattern could be clearly discerned.
Fig. 11 shows the distribution of § versus the average
ELBA score together with a 2"¢-order polynomial
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Table 3

Binary semi-quantification versus visual assessment and clinical evaluation

ELBA/SUVr Visual assess. Baseline clinical eval.
quadrant (blind) NS EMCI MCI LMCI AD Scan tot.
N 81 71 21 31 4 208
—/— P 0 0 0 0 0 0
U 20 18 3 6 0 47
C 3 2 0 0 0 5
N 4 5 0 0 0 9
—/+ P 1 2 0 1 0 4
U 2 4 1 1 0 8
C 2 2 0 0 0 4
N 0 0 0 0 0 0
+/— P 3 1 0 2 0 6
U 1 2 0 0 0 3
C 0 4 0 0 0 4
N 0 0 0 0 0 0
+/+ P 19 57 25 57 18 176
U 2 0 1 2 0 5
C 2 4 1 2 0 9
Scan tot. 140 172 52 102 22 488

Classification summary of all scans using the visual assessment after the blind session (see Fig. 7). P and N refers to scans consistently
(i.e., by all readers) tagged positive and negative respectively. U refers to scans which received at least one uncertain tag but no contrasting
assessment; C refers to scans which received contrasting assessment (even when together with uncertain tags). NS, cognitively normal
subjects; EMCI/LMCI/MCI, early- / late- / mild cognitive impairment; AD, Alzheimer’s disease. Value represent the number of scans in

each class.

1.84

1.64
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Fig. 8. ELBA and SUVr scores scatter plot for all scans. ‘n’ and ‘p’
tag the consensus evaluation after the open phase session. Dotted
lines mark the cut-off values.

model, used to fit the data. The interquartile value
used for normalization of the ASC is iqr(s) = 1.89.
An equivalent graph using SUVTr values is reported
in Supplementary Fig. 5.

Subjects with two follow-up scans are also plot-
ted on the same graph. Cohortwise, these subjects
belonged to NS (5), EMCI (2), and MCI (9).
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Fig. 9. CSF Ap4, level versus baseline ELBA score. Markers
are grouped by binarized ELBA score being either concordant
or discordant with the consensual visual evaluation (open phase).
Cut-offs are marked with thin dotted lines.

Using these latter 16 subjects, we computed the
residuals € from the linear fit, to be used as
proxy of the test/retest error. The standard devia-
tion of the residuals is approximately o = 0.084,
which amounts to an estimated relative error o, =
o/iqr(s) = 4.4% (o, = 2.3% if we normalize on the
95% percentile of the score range). The equivalent
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Table 4
Confusion matrix for CSF A4, concentration versus the consen-
sus visual assessment (a), ELBA (b) and SUVTr scores (c)

N =203 Visual evaluation
a) negative positive
APBay [ng/L] >174 100 3
<174 18 82
N =203 ELBA score
b) <0 >0
ApBaz [ng/L] >174 100 3
<174 16 84
N =203 SUVr score
) <1.23 >1.23
AP [ng/L] >174 96 7
<174 15 85

SUVr values are osyy = 0.023 and o, = osyv/
iqr(SUVr) = 4.6%

We computed also the relative annualized score
change 6 grouped by cohorts. Reported values
(expressed in %/ year) are the median and its confi-
denceinterval (atCL=95%):5 = 4.6 [3.1, 6.1] (NS),
8 =8.11[6.6,9.6] (EMCI), § = 3.4 [0.6, 6.2] MCI),
§ =6.0[3.9,8.2] (LMCI), 6§ =5.6 [-0.7, 11.9]
(AD). A t-test found the values to be significantly
different between EMCI and NS cohorts (p = 0.02)
and between EMCI and MCI cohorts (p = 0.02).

Finally, we analyzed the ELBA ASC against the
CSF A4, concentration (Fig. 12 and Supplementary
Fig. 8 for SUVr ASC) for 134 subjects with nega-
tive or borderline ELBA score (<0.5). The Pearson
correlation between the two quantities is small but
significant (r = —0.30, p = 0.0004). The grouping
by CSF intervals allows to see a trend beyond the
noisy ASC data. From the highest mean AB4; con-
centrations to the lowest, the ASC ranges from group
A =0.07 [0.03 — 0.10] to group B = 0.14 [0.11 -
0.17], to group C = 0.20 [0.14 — 0.27] (mean and
95% CL on the mean). The analysis of variance indi-
cates that group A and C, as well as group B and C
are significantly different (p < 10™* and p = 0.02,
respectively). The corresponding analysis on SUVr
ASC gives: group A = 0.005 [-0.00 — 0.01], group
B =0.01 [0.00 — 0.02], and group C = 0.03 [0.01 —
0.04]. The between-groups comparison is p = 0.001
(A versus C), and p = 0.03 (B versus C).

DISCUSSION

The proposed analysis shows that it is feasi-
ble to construct a semi-quantification method on
amyloid-PET images without relying on counts-ratio
approaches. The ELBA method shows good perfor-

mance versus the dichotomic visual assessment and
has ranking characteristics, proven both on cohort-
based and longitudinal analyses.

From a methodological point of view, both SUVr-
based and ELBA approaches require image regis-
tration techniques (spatial normalization), although
the lack of small cortical ROIs in ELBA renders
the registration process and the template choice less
demanding. ELBA tries to mimic the human visual
process, in that it captures information on global con-
trast and intensity distribution rather than weighing
intensity in predefined regions. While further tests
are necessary, particularly on all other major PET
tracers and with histologically validated scans, it
is worth noting that this process delivers compara-
ble (if not slightly better) information in terms of
semi-quantification, classification, and ranking, with
respect of the widely used SUVr methods.

Blind and open phase performance

Expert readers were concordant and confident in
reaching a diagnosis (positive or negative) on 403
scans (82.6%), without the influence of clinical infor-
mation and other imaging data. This finding confirms
that a trained reader can safely rely on his/her expe-
rience on over 80% of images, when evaluating by
means of visual analysis.

As a second point, the five expert readers were
not able to give a concordant diagnosis (i.e., amy-
loidosis present/absent) in 22 (4.5%) images and
in 63 (12.9%) more images at least some of them
declared that the initial assessment was unclear (i.e.,
doubtful). Interestingly, uncertain-tagged scans were
mostly located in the negative domain whereas con-
flicting scans were evenly placed around the cut-off.
As aconsequence, looking at the fraction of uncertain
and contrasting labels versus clinical cohort (blind
session, Table 3), we find that for cognitively normal
subjects and EMCI it is 23% and 21%, respectively,
versus a 11% found in MCI and LMCI (AD has 0%).

Overall, these 85 (17.4%) scans may represent the
borderline scans where a quantification approach can
help in reaching a definite diagnosis. This fraction of
scans is polled from 61 subjects and could derive both
from healthy subjects or mainly early MCI patients in
a stage when Af is accumulating in the brain but still
in a limited amount [20, 21], thus leading to difficult
reading. In facts, they belonged to NS (22), EMCI
(27), MCI (4), and LMCI (8).

When the experts were aided by the closest neg-
ative and positive images, as yielded by the ELBA
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output, the 22 conflicting cases and 63 uncertain were
solved, which is a non-trivial aid this automatic sys-
tem can provide even to expert readers. We have not
tested the potential aid ELBA can give to less expe-
rienced readers but it should be intuitively higher.

A substantial number (about 19%) of healthy sub-
jects had a positive score, although the positivity
fraction is mainly ascribed to the elderly (>70 years)
ones, on a par with literature findings. Also, a few
patients with AD had a normal score, which is
in keeping with the literature [22] and raising the
possibility of wrong clinical diagnosis (ADNI sub-
jects do not have pathological confirmation), patients
with discrepant normal amyloid-PET scan but abnor-
mal ABj_4p levels in CSF [23] or, alternatively, of
patients with suspected non-Alzheimer pathology
(SNAP [24]).

In the middle, MCI subjects in progressive
stages of cognitive impairment were roughly halved
between positive and negative scans, which high-
lights the presence of causes of MCI (such as
frontotemporal lobar degeneration or vascular cog-
nitive impairment) other than AD, and possibly of
SNAP. Ranking based on the overall amyloid burden
is also apparent and it is a benefit of the method, as
the average ELBA score progressively increases from
healthy subjects to patients with AD.

Comparison with SUVr-based methods

The performances of both approaches are very sim-
ilar, with a modest but statistically significant edge in
favor of ELBA. The optimized SUVTr cut-off (=1.23
and based on the visual assessment) is higher than the
values typically considered in literature for this lig-
and (1.10 - 1.14, [14, 22, 25]) but it agrees with other
works (e.g., [15]), where their cut-off value (1.24)
was obtained by AUC optimization.

Tables 2b and 3 summarizes the binary classifica-
tion (ELBA and SUVTr) versus the visual assessment
in both blind and open session. The comparison
to cortico-cerebellar SUVT in the cases where both
methods agree shows that SUVr values are not alone
in providing good classification relative to visual
assessment, and that and alternative and independent
approaches can enrich the information obtainable
from the PET scan.

Although the ensemble on which the two meth-
ods disagree is limited to a small number of subjects
(quadrants for which ELBA/SUVr are pos/neg and
neg/pos), the apparent trend is that subjects negative
to the visual assessment are likely to be considered

negative by ELBA (although not far from its cut-off)
but are considered positive for SUVr. This suggests
that whole-brain amyloid burden evaluation is more
concordant with respect to a visual read than (small)
ROI-based quantification on borderline cases. When
keeping the blind visual assessment as reference (that
is using only the N and P set, Table 3) this distinction
is even more pronounced: 15 out of 19 cases agree
with ELBA versus 4 out of 19 for SUVr.

Comparison with CSF ABa>

The comparison between ELBA score and CSF
ApB4y assay yielded a satisfactory agreement with
90.6% concordance, in the same range [26] or even
a bit higher [23, 27] than those achieved in previ-
ous works using the SUVr approach. Discrepancies
(7.5%) were mostly found in patients with abnormal
ApB4> levels and a normal ELBA score. Such a lim-
ited discrepancy may be explained with the notion
that decreased Apf4; reduction in CSF can precede
brain amyloid deposition [28].

Clinical follow-up

Results shown in Fig. 10 suggest a cautionary
attitude when using clinical evaluation (even at
follow-up visits) as gold standard. For instance, the
lack of amyloid markers, as evidenced by both CSF
and PET analysis, is virtually incompatible with the
diagnosis/conversion to AD. It has recently been
shown that a small but non-trivial part of AD patients
of the ADNI population shares a negative Florbe-
tapir scan [26]. These Florbetapir negative patients
would have a variety of clinical and neurodegen-
eration biomarker features distinct from Florbetapir
positive patients, suggesting that one or more non-
AD etiologies—such as cerebrovascular disease and
SNAP—may be the main cause of their cognitive
deficit, mimicking AD.

On the other hand, MCI who reverted to NS
condition may still have a negative or borderline
amyloid PET burden; among them an occasional
patient may show abnormally low levels of CSF
ApB4y and might theoretically become Florbetapir
positive in the future due to the earlier CSF
positivity [28].

Longitudinal evaluation

The fitted model is qualitatively comparable to that
shown by [20] albeit using a much shorter observation
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Fig. 10. Baseline CSF Ap4,, ELBA, and SUVr scores grouped by clinical evaluation (baseline— follow-up) for subjects whose initial
assessment changed at some later visit. Cut-offs are marked with dotted lines. In plot (a) the number of subjects is 78. In plot (b) and (c),
the number of subjects is 63 out of 78, that are those for which CSF data were available too. NS, cognitively normal subjects; MCI, mild

cognitive impairment; AD, Alzheimer’s disease.

time (24 months), with a different ligand and on
a larger pool of PET scanners. The shorter follow-
up time could also explain why our findings on the
SUVr longitudinal analysis exhibit a larger variabil-
ity than that shown by [20]. The ASC shows a rather
sparse distribution when computed on two scans only
(with a wide range of positive and negative values),
a behavior which is reduced in the 3 scans analy-
sis. In all the 16 subjects with at least three repeated
scans the ELBA score increased, showing the sensi-
tivity of the method to amyloid deposition even in

a relatively short time span (48 months) and open-
ing potential applications to pharmacological studies
with anti-amyloid compounds.

Even taking into account the relatively strong
uncertainty due to the use of only two scans, ASC
values peaked in the EMCI cohort, are mildly positive
within normal subjects and are substantially compat-
ible with zero in AD, a behavior which is expected
according to the latest models of amyloid load [21].

The comparison between ELBA ASC and CSF
ApB4» points to a discrete, inverse relation between
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Fig. 12. CSF Ap4; versus ELBA annualized score change (ASC)
for 134 subjects whose baseline ELBA score was <0.5 (i.e., neg-
ative or borderline according to ELBA). Subjects are divided by
CSF range (ng/L) into three groups: A (230 < ABs2), B (174 <
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statistics is summarized in the boxplot, where the box length spans
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triangles are the mean and the 95% CL on the mean, respectively.
Groups A/C and B/C are significantly different.

CSF AB4» level and variations in brain amyloid load,
taking into account that they reflect indirect measures
of a biologically complex phenomenon.

According to our results which focused on patients
with a negative or borderline positive ELBA score
at baseline, brain amyloid accumulation appears to
be faster in those with a pathological low CSF A4
levels, in line with current knowledge.

The relatively high scattering of ASC value of both
ELBA and SUVr scores tells us that we are still
rather far from being able to use differential mea-
sures at the single subject level. This limitation alone
should sponsor new methodological approaches to
semi-quantification on amyloid-PET images.

Compared to longitudinal SUVr values though,
ELBA shows lesser variability. This is likely due
to the fact that reference (and uptake) region is not
needed, the selection of which has recently been
shown to impair the reproducibility and accuracy of
longitudinal SUVr measurements [29].

In addition, the average ASC values found in our
work are comparable to those proposed by [21] using
SUVr measurements, suggesting that the important
clinical and pharmacological implications of an accu-
rate longitudinal evaluation at the cohort level are
within our reach, particularly if the protocol involves
three or more PET scans.

Image quality issues

A non-negligible fraction of scans (60 out of 504)
were flagged as “sub-optimal quality” by at least one
reader, and 37 were flagged so by all readers (a sam-
ple image is provided in Supplementary Fig. 3). This
flag did not imply the impossibility of visual assess-
ment; it meant though that—within the boundary of
the readers clinical experience—they deemed that
their evaluation was made more difficult by the image
quality.

Indeed, the apparent higher performance of the
intensity feature C versus the geometric feature G
is actually incidental for this study, as scans prove-
nance and quality are so heterogeneous. In another
study (unpublished) where data came from a sin-
gle center, we observed no significant performance
difference between the intensity and geometric
feature.

The number of flagged scans is rather relevant,
given the cost of the ligand and radiation exposure
to the patient. The peculiar relevance of image qual-
ity and resolution in these investigations is most
notable when dealing with difficult cases, as it is
with those subjects affected by significant gray matter
atrophy. In addition, the relationship between flagged
scans and the blind phase uncertain label suggest
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that diagnostic errors are more likely to be made on
amyloid-negative subjects.

This highlights the need of procedural guidelines
which underline the importance of spatial resolution,
partial volume effect correction, and the general min-
imization of acquisition nuisances; all to be addressed
in the official nuclear medicine societies guidelines
on acquisition protocols.

The general call to quality and consistency in
nuclear medicine imaging peaks in longitudinal stud-
ies. Considering the absolute value of the residuals
le| on the 16 subjects with three scans and divid-
ing them into two batches: the first one consisting
of those subjects acquired on the same site and scan-
ner (nsgme = 11) and a second one consisting of those
who had at least one scan taken with a different sys-
tem (ngifr = 5) — we find |€gqme| = 0.04 4= 0.02 and
|€qifrl = 0.14 & 0.07. Although the modest number
of samples excludes a definite statement, the influ-
ence of scan consistency (both within and among
different sites) should be at least considered as a nui-
sance in the rather large spread found in the evaluation
of the ASC. For the same reason, we suggest a mini-
mum of three scans to attempt a reasonable estimation
of the annualized score change, unless image qual-
ity and consistency can be guaranteed (and possibly
quantified).

Study limitations

An unavoidable limitation of this study is the
lack of a true gold standard (i.e., neuritic plaques at
autopsy) that can be used to evaluate the accuracy
of the imaging quantitation, and to set an abso-
lute threshold for positivity. Unfortunately, there are
relatively few examples of such cases in literature
(see for instance [30] or [31]). As practical solu-
tion, also shown by [3], we used the consensus
visual read as the reference standard, together with
the CSF ApB4; and SUVr measurements. The cross-
comparison of these should provide the ground for a
reasonable method validation targeted at the clinical
practice.

Because of the peculiar image treatment which
evaluates the intensity distribution patterns, the main
drawback for the ELBA analysis is the image quality
and consistency. Although convincing evidence can
be drawn even from multi-centric and blind analysis
such as this one, the weight of the acquisition-related
variables can be significant. To correctly estimate this
effect we are planning a more detailed analysis on
images coming from a single center but with differ-

ent acquisition protocols and image reconstruction
parameters.

Another open area of investigation is the brain
ROI specialization. ELBA was developed in order
to overcome the weaknesses inherent to the SUVr
computation, and for this reason the method is not
suitable to be applied on small ROIs such as those
used in SUVr analysis. Still, ELBA could be special-
ized on brain macro regions such as the frontal or
parietal lobes, with potential benefits for the human
reader in the process of clinical assessment.

Finally, the proposed method mimics the visual
process in that it captures global geometrical and
intensity features, and it is therefore reasonably cor-
related to the reader’s assessment once image quality
issues are solved. Nevertheless its usefulness in a
clinical setting is likely to be most informative when
combined with independent measures such as SUVr
and CSF analyses.
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