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Abstract: 
 
Importance: Identifying individuals in the earliest stages of synucleinopathy is essential to 
evaluate drugs aimed to slow progression or prevent manifest disease. Remote identification of 
hyposmic individuals may enable scalable recruitment of participants with underlying alpha-
synuclein pathology. 
Objective: To evaluate the performance of a staged screening paradigm using smell testing to 
enrich for deficit on dopaminergic transporter (DAT) imaging and pathologic alpha-synuclein 
aggregation.  
Design: Cross-sectional analysis of data from the Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative 
(PPMI). 
Setting: Screening activities were completed both at home and local PPMI sites. 
Participants: Individuals aged 60 and older without a diagnosis of Parkinson’s disease  
Interventions or Exposures: Participants were asked to complete a University of Pennsylvania 
Smell Identification Test (UPSIT) remotely. Participants with hyposmia were invited to complete 
DAT imaging, which determined eligibility for enrollment in longitudinal assessments and 
further biomarker evaluation including cerebrospinal fluid synuclein seed amplification assay 
(synSAA). 
Main Outcomes and Measures: We determined the proportion of people with hyposmia, 
impaired DAT binding, and positive synSAA and explored determinants of these biomarkers. 
Results: As of January 29, 2024, 49,843 participants were sent an UPSIT and 31,293 (63%) 
completed it. Of UPSIT completers, 8,301 (27%) scored <15th %ile. Of 1,546 who completed 
DAT, 19% had DAT binding < 65% expected for age and sex. Self-reported features were 
independently associated with severe hyposmia (UPSIT <10th %ile), such as REM sleep behavior 
disorder (RBD) or dream enactment behavior (DEB) (aOR: 1.9, 95% CI 1.7–2.1) and subjective 
smell loss (aOR: 15.0, 95% CI 13.7–16.3). Participants with an UPSIT <10th %ile (N=1,221) had 
greater likelihood of low DAT binding compared to participants with an UPSIT in the 10th – 15th 
%ile (OR 3.01, 95% CI 1.85–4.91). Among remotely recruited participants with synSAA results 
obtained, 198/363 (55%) had positive synSAA at baseline. This proportion increased when the 
cohort was limited to an UPSIT<10th %ile (182/257, 71%). 
Conclusion and Relevance: Remote screening for severe hyposmia identifies participants with a 
high proportion of positive synSAA and reduced DAT binding. This staged screening protocol is 
an effective approach to identify cohorts for therapeutic trials aiming to slow progression in 
alpha-synucleinopathy. 
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Introduction 

Early recognition of neurodegenerative conditions related to alpha-synuclein (aSyn) aggregation, 

or synucleinopathies, may be an essential step toward identifying effective therapies. Recent 

discoveries have enabled identification of people with misfolded aSyn, even prior to the onset of 

symptoms or disability.1-3 However, as these conditions are relatively uncommon, large-scale 

screening efforts are necessary to identify people with biomarkers that suggest the presence of 

these conditions. 

 

The Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI)4 has implemented a staged screening 

protocol, beginning with non-invasive, easily administered, and scalable assessments then 

gradually increasing specificity to identify people with biomarkers consistent with synuclein-

related neurologic disease. Recent biomarker data from the PPMI study has enabled a biologic 

definition of Neuronal Synuclein Disease (NSD), a new terminology encompassing Parkinson’s 

disease (PD) and Dementia with Lewy Bodies (DLB), to describe individuals with biomarker 

evidence of neuronal synucleinopathy. Findings have also supported an integrated biomarker and 

clinical staging platform called the NSD-ISS.5 Stages 1 and 2 in the NSD-ISS are individuals 

with biomarkers of synuclein and dopamine dysfunction without meaningful functional 

impairment. 

 

Our staged screening protocol is designed to identify individuals in NSD Stage 2 (detectable 

biomarkers with clinical features but no functional impairment) using hyposmia to enrich for 

presence of pathologic synuclein aggregation (measured by the aSyn seed amplification assay 

[SAA]) and dopamine dysfunction (measured by dopamine transporter imaging [DAT]). We 
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describe the performance characteristics of this staged screening protocol and highlight features 

that may further improve its efficiency to identify an early-stage NSD study cohort.  

 

Methods 

Overview of study 

PPMI is a longitudinal study sponsored by The Michael J. Fox Foundation for Parkinson’s 

Research (MJFF) that seeks to improve the treatment of PD and related conditions by identifying 

biomarkers of disease onset and progression.6,7 PPMI enrolled varied cohorts from 2010 – 2018. 

Since 2020, PPMI has had a major focus on enrollment and longitudinal follow-up of 

participants with features indicative of synucleinopathy but without a clinical diagnosis of PD or 

DLB. This paper focuses on the subset of these participants that are recruited remotely and go 

through a staged screening process to determine eligibility.  

 

Recruitment for staged screening 

Participants were recruited for staged screening through three different remote pathways. From 

October 2020 through October 2021, participants were identified through an online questionnaire 

hosted by the MJFF website. In July 2021, an online longitudinal study involving participant 

reported outcomes (PROs), open to anyone age 18 years or older with or without PD, was 

launched as PPMI Online.8,9 Starting November 2021, participants already enrolled in PPMI 

Online who met criteria (see below) were invited to enter staged screening. Starting May 10, 

2022, recruitment strategies were broadened to directly invite community members to complete a 

smell test through a simplified recruitment pathway called Smell Test Direct (ST Direct).  
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Within these centralized pathways, campaigns were flexible and could target aged individuals 

with features related to synucleinopathy, such as a diagnosis of RBD, dream enactment behavior, 

and loss of sense of smell. Potential participants identified locally by PPMI site investigators and 

coordinators undergo a separate screening procedure, not described in this analysis.8 While the 

MJFF screener is no longer active, PPMI Online and ST Direct remain active methods of 

recruitment pathways to identify participants for PPMI enrollment. At the time of writing, PPMI 

Online is only available in the United States, while ST Direct is active in the United States, 

Canada, the United Kingdom, and Europe.  

 

Online questionnaire 

Participants recruited through PPMI and ST Direct completed questions about features related to 

synucleinopathy before completing a smell test. Questions include (1) whether a healthcare 

professional had ever diagnosed RBD, (2) whether the participant had a suspicion or had been 

told that they acted out their dreams,10 (3) whether or not they had noticed problems with their 

sense of smell, and (4) whether they had a first degree relative who was diagnosed with 

Parkinson’s disease. Participants of PPMI Online completed other participant-reported outcomes 

(PROs) related to motor and non-motor symptoms. All questions were recorded but did not play 

a role in determining eligibility for further screening. 

 

Staged screening methodology 

Participants identified through any recruitment pathway who (i) did not have a diagnosis of PD 

and (ii) were 60 years old or older were mailed a University of Pennsylvania Smell Identification 

Test (UPSIT) that they could complete at home, entering answers online. Initially participants 
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were considered hyposmic if scores were less than the 15th %ile compared to normative values 

for age and sex.11 To more efficiently identify individuals with active synucleinopathy seeds and 

dopamine dysfunction, coupled with preliminary analysis of the screening performance, the 

threshold for hyposmia was decreased to the 10th %ile starting January 6, 2023. 

 

Participants identified as hyposmic were contacted for additional phone screening by a 

centralized team to confirm eligibility to undergo DAT. This process confirmed there were no 

disqualifying medical conditions or medications – including antipsychotic medications or 

medications that would interfere with DAT. Eligible and agreeable participants were invited to 

complete a DAT at a PPMI site.12 The lowest putamen specific binding ratio (SBR) was 

determined and compared to age- and sex-adjusted expected values. Participants with a lowest 

putamen SBR <80% expected for age and sex were considered eligible and invited to full clinical 

enrollment. Preliminary analysis of the staged screening performance showed that participants 

with lower age and sex expected putamen SBR were more likely to have symptoms and signs 

related to synucleinopathy (see Results, Table 3). To capture more participants in an even earlier 

stage of disease, we increased the threshold for eligibility to <100% age and sex expected 

putamen SBR on May 10 2022.  

 

PPMI in-person evaluations 

Once enrolled at a site, PPMI participants underwent in-person visits.8 Clinical evaluations 

involved standardized PROs and assessments covering both motor and non-motor symptoms, as 

well as neuropsychological testing.6 Clinical assessments used for this analysis were taken from 

the baseline visit and include Parts I – III of the Movement Disorders Society Unified 
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Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale (MDS-UPDRS),13 the Montreal Cognitive Assessment 

(MoCA),14 the Scales for Outcomes in Parkinson’s Disease – Autonomic (SCOPA-Aut),15 and 

the REM Sleep Behavior Disorder Screening Questionnaire (RBDSQ).16 Biological assessments 

include blood and urine collection, skin biopsy, and cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) analysis. CSF is 

sent for alpha-synuclein seed amplification assay (synSAA) through Amprion Inc.1,2,17 Potential 

results from the Amprion assay include Type 1, most commonly seen in Lewy Body disease, 

Type 2, most commonly seen in multiple system atrophy (MSA), negative, or inconclusive. 

Imaging assessments include DAT and MRI imaging. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

Data was downloaded for analysis on January 29 2024. Only participants that completed the 

UPSIT remotely were included. We first determined the number of participants included and 

excluded at each stage of the screening process and used descriptive statistics to compare groups. 

We compared participants who completed each step with those who were eligible but did not 

complete each step along the screening pathway. Univariate statistics were estimated using Chi-

square and Fisher’s Exact tests for categorical variables and t-tests for continuous variables. We 

used odds ratio to determine the relationship between severe and moderate hyposmia (UPSIT 

<10th compared to 10th–15th percentile for age and sex) and severe and moderate reduction in 

DAT binding (lowest putamen SBR <65% compared to 65-100% expected for age and sex). We 

chose 65% to represent substantially reduced DAT binding based on prior literature showing a 

high association with a clinical diagnosis of PD. We implemented a linear regression analysis 

adjusting for age and sex to determine the relationship between DAT SBR <65% and MDS-

UPDRS Part III among hyposmic individuals with DAT results. Among participants who had 
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completed baseline assessments, we compared summary scores of these measures between those 

with an SBR of <65% compared to an SBR of 65-100% and people with synSAA Type1 seeds 

compared to negative synSAA. Univariate and multivariate regression models were used to 

determine the association of features collected through self-report and UPSIT. We adjusted for 

age of UPSIT completion and sex, since both these variables can influence smell18 and DAT 

binding.19 Finally, we used odds ratio to determine the association between UPSIT (<10th %ile vs 

10th–15th %ile) and synSAA Type 1. All analyses were performed using SAS v9.4 (SAS Institute 

Inc., Cary, NC; sas.com; RRID:SCR 008567). 

 

Results 

Smell testing 

As of January 29 2024, 49,843 participants were invited to complete remote smell tests and 

31,293 (63%) completed them (Figure 1; Table 1). The largest volume of participants to 

complete the smell test came through ST Direct (n = 24,921), though the highest rate of UPSIT 

completion was from PPMI Online (84%; eFigures 1-3). Demographics were similar between 

people who completed a smell test and people who were provided but never completed a test 

(eTable 1). Among participants who did return the UPSIT, the average result was the 29th %ile 

with 8,301 (27%) scoring at or below the 15th %ile and 4,639 (15%) below the 10th %ile (Table 

1). 

 

DAT imaging 

A total of 4,295 participants were screened and deemed eligible for DAT imaging; 2,474 (58%) 

agreed to participate and 1,546 (36%) completed DAT imaging thus far (Table 1). Participants 
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who declined DAT imaging were more likely to be female and older compared to completers 

(eTable 2). Among those who completed DAT imaging, 294 (19%) had a lowest putamen SBR 

below 65% age and sex expected, whereas 306 (20%) had a lowest putamen SBR between 65% 

and 80% expected (Table 1). Among hyposmic individuals who were eligible for DAT imaging 

to be completed, and after adjusting for age and sex, people with a lowest putamen SBR <65% 

had a 2.05 higher MDS-UPDRS Part III score (95% CI 1.14 – 2.97) compared to people with a 

lowest putamen SBR 65-100%; MDS-UPDRS total and other sub-scores were also significantly 

different (Table 1).  

 

Relationship between DAT imaging and hyposmia 

To determine how hyposmia was related to DAT, we restricted our analysis to a subsample of 

people who were eligible based on an UPSIT threshold of <15th %ile (i.e. participants who 

completed the UPSIT before January 6th, 2023). Among those 742 participants, 420 (57%) had 

an UPSIT <10th %ile and 322 (43%) had an UPSIT in the 10th – 15th %ile. People with UPSIT 

<10th %ile had three times the odds of having a lowest putamen SBR <65 % expected compared 

to people with UPSIT in the 10th – 15th %ile (79/420 [19%] vs 23/322 [7%], OR: 3.01, 95% CI 

1.85 – 4.91). The distribution of UPSIT and DAT result is shown in eFigure 4. 

 

Alpha-synuclein seed amplification assay 

Among the 1,546 participants who received a DaTScan, 857 were eligible for and 608 have 

enrolled in PPMI Clinic. CSF synSAA results in 363 of these participants were available by the 

time of this analysis: 198 (55%) were positive with a Type 1 pattern, 1 (0.3%) was positive with 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


a Type 2 pattern, 4 (1.1%) were inconclusive and 160 (44%) were negative. Among participants 

who had an UPSIT <10th %ile with synSAA, 182/257 (71%) had an Type 1 pattern (Figure 2). 

 

Determinants of hyposmia 

We determined the association between the responses to questions in PPMI Online and ST Direct 

(eTable 3) and severe hyposmia, which we defined as UPSIT <10th %ile given the association 

with DaTScan and synSAA results. Having an RBD diagnosis, reporting dream enactment 

behavior (DEB) even without an RBD diagnosis, or reporting loss of sense of smell were 

associated with an UPSIT <10th %ile (Table 3). In multivariate analysis, significant predictors of 

hyposmia included having a diagnosis of RBD or reporting DEB (aOR: 1.9, 95% CI 1.7 – 2.2, 

p<0.001) and a self-report of hyposmia (aOR: 15.0, 95% CI 13.7 – 16.3, p<0.001). 

 

Clinical and biological correlates of abnormal DAT imaging and aSyn-SAA 

Among people with synSAA results, participants with Type 1 synSAA were older, more likely to 

be male and have lower UPSIT. People with severe hyposmia (UPSIT <10th %ile) were more 

likely to have Type 1 synSAA compared to moderate hyposmia (UPSIT 10th – 15th %ile; OR: 

12.9, 95% CI 7.1 – 23.4; Figure 2). The total score on the RBD Screening Questionnaire was 

higher in people with Type 1 synSAA compared to people with negative synSAA. Participants 

with Type 1 CSF aSyn have a lower percent of age and sex expected putamen SBR than people 

with negative synSAA (Table 2). Out of 91 participants with lowest putamen SBR <65%, 77 

(85%) had Type 1 synSAA (Table 2). Other clinical assessments were not significantly different 

after adjustment for age and sex (Table 2).  
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Discussion 

We have demonstrated that a large-scale community staged screening protocol based on age and 

hyposmia can successfully identify a broad cohort with dopaminergic deficit and a positive 

misfolded aSyn biomarker (CSF synSAA). We expect that hyposmic individuals with positive 

synSAA are at high risk for progression of striatal neurodegeneration and clinical symptoms. 

Longitudinal studies are required to confirm this time course and identify other factors relevant 

to disease progression. A key finding was that 19% of people with hyposmia had a reduction in 

DAT (lowest putamen SBR <65% of age- and sex-expected) and 55% of people with hyposmia 

and DAT binding <100% expected were synSAA positive. This represents substantial 

enrichment, considering the estimated prevalence of positive synSAA in this age group is 

between 4-8%.2,20 Therefore, hyposmia is a potential tool to identify and enroll synSAA positive 

individuals for clinical trials seeking to test therapies in people with NSD prior to the onset of 

functionally impactful symptoms. 

 

We have presented the characteristics of participants at each stage of screening from olfactory 

testing to DAT imaging and CSF collection. Our data support the feasibility of identifying high 

numbers of individuals with hyposmia, DAT deficit and positive synSAA. Our data also   

highlight that to be successful, such initiatives will require high volume screening due to attrition 

at each step of screening, i.e. (i) agreement to DAT imaging at a clinical site (58% of eligible 

agreed) and (ii) agreement to follow up (89% of eligible consented). The staged screening 

paradigm, applied at scale, delivered a high volume of individuals enriched with hyposmia, low 

DAT binding, and synSAA positive status. These data strongly support that this staged risk 
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paradigm can successfully enroll a synSAA positive/DAT deficit biomarker cohort consistent 

with Stage 2 NSD.5 

 

A key feature of this study was to adapt the staged screening paradigm to improve efficiency of 

identification of biomarker-defined individuals as data was acquired, thereby reducing cost and 

participant burden. The UPSIT cutoff was changed from 15th %ile to 10th %ile to enhance the 

likelihood that individuals had DAT deficit and eliminate unnecessary imaging. Similarly, the 

DAT cutoff was increased to acquire aSyn SAA data across a greater range of DAT results to 

better inform the temporal sequence of biomarkers. The screening paradigm is designed for this 

iterative approach and may be further modified in response to additional data. The goal is both to 

improve efficiency and reduce costs of identifying individuals and to broaden the key biomarker 

acquisition to enable the earliest detection of synuclein pathology, closer to the start of 

neurodegeneration.  

 

We present data showing that more than half of hyposmic participants with positive synSAA 

have DAT between 65% and 100% age- and sex-expected lowest putamen SBR. This finding 

implies that misfolded aSyn is present prior to substantial striatal degeneration, suggesting a 

temporal biomarker pattern prior to symptom onset. Our work expands on data from the 

Parkinson Associated Risk Syndrome Study (PARS) showing that 11% of hyposmic (<15th %ile) 

participants had a DAT <65% age- and sex-expected putamen SBR compared to 0 normosmic 

DAT deficit participants.21 Importantly in PARS the majority of hyposmic synSAA-positive 

participants had DAT>80% expected putamen SBR at baseline and for up to six years. These 

data also support a temporal biomarker pattern of synuclein aggregation followed by dopamine 
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dysfunction. We plan to further investigate the temporal pattern of synSAA and DAT with 

longitudinal data in PPMI. Further, we plan to modify our staged risk paradigm so hyposmic 

individuals will be tested first with synSAA and then DAT to determine the likelihood of 

positive synSAA in hyposmic individuals imaging and DAT deficit in hyposmic synSAA-

positive individuals. 

 

Limitations  

We recognize that there are several limitations to this study. Our staged screening protocol 

successfully identified many people with positive synSAA and DAT deficit, but the efficiency of 

the staged paradigm can be improved. We mailed several thousand UPSITs; while UPSITs are 

completed remotely, which allowed for centralized sending and scoring and efficient completion, 

this process is still moderately resource intensive. Future studies may utilize shorter targeted 

assessment of smell identification. Our staged paradigm currently depends on expensive and 

invasive biomarker assessments. While CSF synSAA is the current gold standard it is likely that 

less invasive samples including blood 22,23 or skin 24 may be used in the future in place of CSF. 

Including DAT imaging in our screening may have selected for participants more likely to 

develop motor symptoms; while it is likely that participants with hyposmia and early cognitive 

impairment would also demonstrate high likelihood of synSAA positivity, these cohorts need to 

be evaluated in subsequent studies. Similarly, many of the participants identified in this study 

may have co-pathology with amyloid or p-tau and we have not assessed these biomarkers yet to 

understand their role in individuals with synucleinopathy.  Finally, as screening and enrollment 

in longitudinal follow-up is ongoing, participants are still progressing through the screening 

pipeline. Deducing from the current performance of the staged screening process, the number of 
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participants with positive synSAA and DAT deficit from hyposmics identified in our described 

time period will continue to increase.  

 

In conclusion, our staged screening protocol was successful in identifying a large NSD 

biomarker defined cohort. These strategies will inform study design for desperately needed 

clinical trials that will test therapeutics to slow progression and prevent disability in neuronal 

alpha-synuclein-related neurodegenerative disease. Given the number of participants we 

identified with DAT binding >65% expected, these data further support the model that hyposmic 

individuals with positive synSAA are at high risk for progression of striatal neurodegeneration 

and eventual clinical symptoms. Longitudinal studies are required to confirm the biomarker time 

course and identify other clinical and biological factors relevant to disease progression.   

 

Data Sharing 

Data used in the preparation of this article were obtained on January 29, 2024 from the 

Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI) database (www.ppmi-info.org/access-data-

specimens/download-data), RRID:SCR 006431. For up-to-date information on the study, visit 

www.ppmi-info.org. This analysis was conducted by the PPMI Statistics Core and used actual 

dates of activity for participants, a restricted data element not available to public users of PPMI 

data. Statistical analysis codes used to perform the analyses in this article are shared on Zenodo 

(10.5281/zenodo.11391274). This analysis used DaTscan and αSyn-SAA results for prodromal 

participants, obtained from PPMI upon request after approval by the PPMI Data Access 

Committee.  

 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Acknowledgment 

PPMI – a public-private partnership – is funded by the Michael J. Fox Foundation for 

Parkinson’s Research and funding partners, including 4D Pharma, Abbvie, AcureX, Allergan, 

Amathus Therapeutics, Aligning Science Across Parkinson's, AskBio, Avid 

Radiopharmaceuticals, BIAL, BioArctic, Biogen, Biohaven, BioLegend, BlueRock Therapeutics, 

Bristol-Myers Squibb, Calico Labs, Capsida Biotherapeutics, Celgene, Cerevel Therapeutics, 

Coave Therapeutics, DaCapo Brainscience, Denali, Edmond J. Safra Foundation, Eli Lilly, Gain 

Therapeutics, GE HealthCare, Genentech, GSK, Golub Capital, Handl Therapeutics, Insitro, Jazz 

Pharmaceuticals, Johnson & Johnson Innovative Medicine, Lundbeck, Merck, Meso Scale 

Discovery, Mission Therapeutics, Neurocrine Biosciences, Neuron23, Neuropore, Pfizer, 

Piramal, Prevail Therapeutics, Roche, Sanofi, Servier, Sun Pharma Advanced Research 

Company, Takeda, Teva, UCB, Vanqua Bio, Verily, Voyager Therapeutics, the Weston Family 

Foundation and Yumanity Therapeutics. *Please see the online supplement for a full list of PPMI 

Authors. 

 

Author Contributions 

Concept and design: Brown, Chahine, Siderowf, Foroud, Simmuni, Marek, Tanner 

Acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data: All authors. 

Drafting of the manuscript: Brown, Chahine. 

Critical revision of the manuscript for important intellectual content: All authors. 

Statistical analysis: Gochanour, Kurth, Marshall, Caspell-Garcia, Brumm, Coffey. 

Administrative, technical, or material support: Stanley, Korell, McMahon, Kuhl, Fabrizio, 

Heathers, Concha-Marambio. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Supervision: Siderowf, Coffey, Foroud, Soto, Chowdhury, Simuni, Marek, Tanner. 

 

Funding and role of the funding source 

This work was funded by the Michael J. Fox Foundation for Parkinson’s Disease Research, the 

sponsor of the PPMI study. Research officers (SC, MK) at MJFF were involved in the design of 

the study and writing of the manuscript. 

 

Financial Disclosures 

EB has received research funding through his institution from MJFF, the NIH, and Gateway LLC 

and consulting fees from Guidepoint Inc and Rune Labs. LC declares research funding through 

her institution from Biogen, MJFF, the NIH, the University of Pittsburgh, and the UPMC 

Competitive Medical Research Fund, travel support from MJFF, and authorship royalties from 

Wolters Kluwel. AS receives research funding through his institution from MJFF and the NIH, 

consulting fees from SPARC Therapeutics, Capsida Therapeutics, and the Parkinson Study 

Group, and honoraria for lectures from Bial  and participation on a Data Safety Monitoring 

Board for Wave Life Sciencies, Inhibikase, Prevail, the Huntington Study Group, and 

Massachusetts General Hospital. CG, CCG, and CSt declare research funding paid through their 

institution from MJFF. MB, TF, LH, and MKo receives research funding through their institution 

from MJFF and reimbursement for travel from MJFF. CC declares research funding through his 

institution from MJFF and the NIH.  SC and MKu is an employee of MJFF. KF declares research 

funding through her institution from MJFF and consulting fees from Ontarget Labs and 

OncoNano. LC declares employment at Amprion, research funding through his employer from 

MJFF and the NIH, employee stock options at Amprion, and US Patents or patent application 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


numbers 11959927, 11970520, 11254718, 20210164998, 20210223268, 20190353669, 

20230084155, and 20240085435, all assigned to Amprion. CS is the Founder, Chief Scientific 

Officer, Consultant, shareholder and member of the Board of Directors of Amprion Inc, a 

biotech company focusing on the commercialization of the SAA technology for diagnosis of 

neurodegenerative diseases.  TS has received research funding from the MJFF, Parkinson’s 

Foundation, NINDS, Amneal, Biogen, Roche, Neuroderm, Sanofi, Prevail, and UCB, and 

consulting fees from AcureX, Adamas, AskBio, Amneal, Blue Rock Therapeutics, Critical Path 

for Parkinson’s Consortium, Denali, MJFF, Neuroderm, Sanoif, Sinopia, Roche, Takeda, and 

Vanqua Bio, and participated on Advisory Board for AcureX, Adamas, AskBio, Biohaven, 

Denali, GAIN, Neuron23, and Roche, and a Scientific Advisory Board for Koneksa, Neuroderm, 

Sanofi, and UCB.  KM declares research funding through his institution from MJFF, consulting 

fees for Invicro, MJFF, Roche, Calico, Coave, Neuron23, Orbimed, Biohaven, Sanofi, Koneksa, 

Merck, Lilly, Inhibikase, XingIMaging, IRLabs, Prothena. CT reports research funding through 

her institution from MJFF, NIH, Gateway LLC, Department of Defense, Roche Genentech, 

Biogen, Parkinson Foundation, Marcus Program in Precision Medicine, and consulting fees from 

CNS Ratings, Australian Parkinson’s Mission, Biogen, Evidera, Supernus, Neurocrine, 

WebMD/Medscape, and fees from Cadent (DSMB), Adamas (Steering Committee), Biogen 

(Steering Committee), Kyowa Kirin (Advisory Board), Lundbeck  (Advisory Board), 

Jazz/Cavion (Steering Committee), Acorda  (Advisory Board), Bial (DMC), and Genentech.  

 

References 

1. Siderowf A, Concha-Marambio L, Lafontant DE, et al. Assessment of heterogeneity 
among participants in the Parkinson's Progression Markers Initiative cohort using α-synuclein 
seed amplification: a cross-sectional study. Lancet Neurol. May 2023;22(5):407-417. 
doi:10.1016/s1474-4422(23)00109-6 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


2. Concha-Marambio L, Weber S, Farris CM, et al. Accurate Detection of α-Synuclein 
Seeds in Cerebrospinal Fluid from Isolated Rapid Eye Movement Sleep Behavior Disorder and 
Patients with Parkinson's Disease in the DeNovo Parkinson (DeNoPa) Cohort. Mov Disord. Apr 
2023;38(4):567-578. doi:10.1002/mds.29329 
3. Iranzo A, Fairfoul G, Ayudhaya ACN, et al. Detection of α-synuclein in CSF by RT-
QuIC in patients with isolated rapid-eye-movement sleep behaviour disorder: a longitudinal 
observational study. Lancet Neurol. Mar 2021;20(3):203-212. doi:10.1016/s1474-
4422(20)30449-x 
4. Marek K, Jennings D, Lasch S, et al. The Parkinson Progression Marker Initiative 
(PPMI). Progress in Neurobiology. 2011/12/01/ 2011;95(4):629-635. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pneurobio.2011.09.005 
5. Simuni T, Chanhine LM, Poston KL, et al. A Biological Definition and Integrated 
Staging System of Neuronal alpha-Synuclein Disease. 2023. 
6. Marek K, Chowdhury S, Siderowf A, et al. The Parkinson's progression markers 
initiative (PPMI) - establishing a PD biomarker cohort. Ann Clin Transl Neurol. Dec 
2018;5(12):1460-1477. doi:10.1002/acn3.644 
7. Marek K. The Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI) Clinical - Establishing 
a Deeply Phenotyped PD Cohort AM 3.2. protocolsio 
2024;doi:https://dx.doi.org/10.17504/protocols.io.n92ldmw6ol5b/v2 
8. Accessed November 10th, 2023. https://www.ppmi-info.org/ 
9. Taner CM, Marek K. Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative Online Study (PPMI 
Online). protocolsio. 2024;doi:https://dx.doi.org/10.17504/protocols.io.q26g718y9gwz/v1 
10. Postuma RB, Arnulf I, Hogl B, et al. A single-question screen for rapid eye movement 
sleep behavior disorder: a multicenter validation study. Mov Disord. Jun 2012;27(7):913-6. 
doi:10.1002/mds.25037 
11. Brumm MC, Pierz KA, Lafontant DE, et al. Updated Percentiles for the University of 
Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test in Adults 50 Years of Age and Older. Neurology. Apr 18 
2023;100(16):e1691-e1701. doi:10.1212/wnl.0000000000207077 
12. Seibyl JP, Marek K, Sheff K, et al. Iodine-123-beta-CIT and iodine-123-FPCIT SPECT 
measurement of dopamine transporters in healthy subjects and Parkinson's patients. J Nucl Med. 
Sep 1998;39(9):1500-8.  
13. Goetz CG, Tilley BC, Shaftman SR, et al. Movement Disorder Society-sponsored 
revision of the Unified Parkinson's Disease Rating Scale (MDS-UPDRS): Scale presentation and 
clinimetric testing results. https://doi.org/10.1002/mds.22340. Movement Disorders. 2008/11/15 
2008;23(15):2129-2170. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/mds.22340 
14. Nasreddine ZS, Phillips NA, Bédirian V, et al. The Montreal Cognitive Assessment, 
MoCA: a brief screening tool for mild cognitive impairment. J Am Geriatr Soc. Apr 
2005;53(4):695-9. doi:10.1111/j.1532-5415.2005.53221.x 
15. Visser M, Marinus J, Stiggelbout AM, Van Hilten JJ. Assessment of autonomic 
dysfunction in Parkinson's disease: the SCOPA-AUT. Mov Disord. Nov 2004;19(11):1306-12. 
doi:10.1002/mds.20153 
16. Stiasny-Kolster K, Mayer G, Schäfer S, Möller JC, Heinzel-Gutenbrunner M, Oertel WH. 
The REM sleep behavior disorder screening questionnaire--a new diagnostic instrument. Mov 
Disord. Dec 2007;22(16):2386-93. doi:10.1002/mds.21740 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


17. Concha-Marambio L, Pritzkow S, Shahnawaz M, Farris CM, Soto C. Seed amplification 
assay for the detection of pathologic alpha-synuclein aggregates in cerebrospinal fluid. Nature 
Protocols. 2023/04/01 2023;18(4):1179-1196. doi:10.1038/s41596-022-00787-3 
18. Doty RL. Influence of age and age-related diseases on olfactory function. Ann N Y Acad 
Sci. 1989;561:76-86. doi:10.1111/j.1749-6632.1989.tb20971.x 
19. van Dyck CH, Seibyl JP, Malison RT, et al. Age-related decline in dopamine 
transporters: analysis of striatal subregions, nonlinear effects, and hemispheric asymmetries. Am 
J Geriatr Psychiatry. Jan-Feb 2002;10(1):36-43.  
20. Palmqvist S, Rossi M, Hall S, et al. Cognitive effects of Lewy body pathology in 
clinically unimpaired individuals. Nat Med. Jul 18 2023;doi:10.1038/s41591-023-02450-0 
21. Jennings D, Siderowf A, Stern M, et al. Imaging prodromal Parkinson disease: the 
Parkinson Associated Risk Syndrome Study. Neurology. Nov 4 2014;83(19):1739-46. 
doi:10.1212/wnl.0000000000000960 
22. Okuzumi A, Hatano T, Matsumoto G, et al. Propagative α-synuclein seeds as serum 
biomarkers for synucleinopathies. Nature Medicine. 2023/06/01 2023;29(6):1448-1455. 
doi:10.1038/s41591-023-02358-9 
23. Kluge A, Bunk J, Schaeffer E, et al. Detection of neuron-derived pathological α-
synuclein in blood. Brain. Sep 14 2022;145(9):3058-3071. doi:10.1093/brain/awac115 
24. Gibbons C, Wang N, Rajan S, et al. Cutaneous α-Synuclein Signatures in Patients With 
Multiple System Atrophy and Parkinson Disease. Neurology. Apr 11 2023;100(15):e1529-e1539. 
doi:10.1212/wnl.0000000000206772 
  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.03.24308229
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Figure 1. Flowchart of participants remotely screened for the PPMI Prodromal Cohort as of Jan 
29, 2024. Cross hatch squares indicate activities that are completed remotely. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Eligible for baseline visit (n = 966) 

Completed baseline visit (n = 608) 

Declined baseline visit (n = 109) 
Pending baseline visit (n = 249) 

Eligible for DAT imaging (n = 4295) 

Completed DAT imaging (n = 1546) 

Declined DAT imaging (n = 1821) 
Awaiting DAT imaging (n = 928) 

Not yet assessed for baseline eligibility (n 
= 9)  

Not eligible for baseline visit (n = 571) 

Normal Olfaction (n = 25278) 
Not yet screened for DAT imaging (n = 954) 
Not eligible for DAT imaging (n = 766) 

Provided an UPSIT (n = 49843) 

Completed an UPSIT (n = 31293) 

UPSIT not complete (n = 18550) 
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Table 1. Characteristics of participants at various stages of the screening protocol for the 
Prodromal Cohort of PPMI. 

  Participants with a completed UPSIT 
   Participants with a completed DaTScan 

 

Participants with a 
completed UPSIT 

(N = 31293) 

Participants with 
a completed 

DaTScan 
(N = 1546) 

Participants with SBR < 
65% 

(N = 294) 

Participants with SBR ≥ 
65% 

(N = 1252) 
Age at UPSIT 
(years), Mean (SD) 

68.3 (6.0) 67.7 (5.5) 68.4 (5.3) 67.5 (5.5)^ 

Median (Min, Max) 67.4 (23.6, 95.9) 66.9 (59.3, 87.2) 68.1 (59.6, 87.0) 66.6 (59.3, 87.2) 

Sex, n (%)     
Female 22131 (71%) 1001 (65%) 165 (56%)** 836 (67%)† 

Male 9162 (29%) 545 (35%) 129 (44%) 416 (33%) 

UPSIT Percentile, 
Mean (SD) 

29.3 (17.8) 6.6 (4.0) 5.2 (3.2)** 6.9 (4.2)† 

Median (Min, Max) 27.0 (1.0, 93.5) 6.0 (1.0, 15.0) 5.0 (1.0, 15.0) 6.0 (1.0, 15.0) 

UPSIT Percentile 
Categories, n (%) 

    

< 10th Percentile 4639 (15%) 1221 (79%) 271 (92%) 950 (76%)^ 
≥ 10th and ≤ 15th 
Percentile 

3662 (12%) 325 (21%) 23 (8%) 302 (24%) 

> 15th Percentile 22992 (73%) 0 0 0 

SBR % Expected, 
Mean (SD) 

- 89.5 (30.8) 48.9 (12.2) 99.1 (25.7) 

Median (Min, Max) - 86.7 (14.3, 209.1) 52.0 (14.3, 64.9) 93.1 (65.0, 209.1) 

SBR Categories, n 
(%) 

    

<65% - 294 (19%) 294 (100%) 0 
65% - < 80% - 306 (20%) 0 306 (24%) 
80% - < 100% - 460 (30%) 0 460 (37%) 
100% + - 486 (31%) 0 486 (39%) 

MDS-UPDRS Total*, 
Mean (SD) 

- 13.2 (10.4) 17.0 (12.3) 11.9 (9.3) ^ 

Median (Min, Max) - 11.0 (0.0, 69.0) 14.0 (0.0, 69.0) 9.0 (0.0, 63.0) 
Not evaluated - 941 132 809 

MDS-UPDRS Part I, 
Mean (SD) 

- 6.8 (5.0) 7.9 (5.6) 6.4 (4.8) ^ 

Median (Min, Max) - 6.0 (0.0, 31.0) 7.0 (0.0, 26.0) 5.0 (0.0, 31.0) 
Not evaluated - 918 125 793 

MDS-UPDRS Part II, 
Mean (SD) 

- 2.1 (3.5) 3.2 (4.3) 1.8 (3.1) ^ 

Median (Min, Max) - 1.0 (0.0, 25.0) 2.0 (0.0, 24.0) 0.0 (0.0, 25.0) 
Not evaluated - 911 123 788 

MDS-UPDRS Part III, 
Mean (SD) 

- 4.5 (5.3) 6.3 (6.6) 3.8 (4.6) ^ 

Median (Min, Max) - 3.0 (0.0, 35.0) 4.0 (0.0, 35.0) 2.0 (0.0, 30.0) 
Not evaluated - 923 124 799 

*MDS-UPDRS scores are from the baseline clinical visit. 
Assessments between participants with lowest putamen SBR < 65% expected for age and sex and lowest putamen SBR > 
65% expected for age and sex were compared using Chi-square and Fisher’s Exact tests for categorical variables and t-tests 
for continuous variables. ^ indicates p-value < 0.01; † indicates p-value < 0.001. 
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Table 2. CSF aSyn SAA results among participants who completed an UPSIT remotely and 
were ultimately eligible a baseline visit in the Prodromal Cohort of PPMI.  
 

 
aSyn SAA Type 1, 

(N=198) 
aSyn SAA Negative, 

(N=160) P-value** 
P-

value(adjusted)*** 
Age at UPSIT (years), Mean (SD) 68.1 (5.0) 65.4 (4.7) <.0001  

Median (Min, Max) 67.7 (60.0, 84.2) 64.3 (59.5, 85.9)   

Sex, n (%)   <.0001  
Female 99 (50%) 128 (80%)   
Male 99 (50%) 32 (20%)   

UPSIT Percentile, Mean (SD) 5.3 (3.1) 9.5 (4.2) <.0001  
Median (Min, Max) 5.0 (1.0, 15.0) 10.0 (1.0, 15.0)   

UPSIT Percentile Categories, n 
(%) 

  <.0001  

≥ 10th and ≤ 15th Percentile 16 (8%) 85 (53%)   
< 10% 182 (92%) 75 (47%)   

SBR % Expected, Mean (SD) 67.7 (19.7) 80.9 (12.1) <.0001  
Median (Min, Max) 70.3 (18.5, 100.2) 82.0 (49.7, 99.7)   

SBR Categories, n (%)   <.0001  
< 65% 77 (39%) 14 (9%)   
65% - < 80% 60 (30%) 59 (37%)   
80% - < 100% 61 (31%) 87 (54%)   

MDS-UPDRS Total*, Mean (SD) 14.2 (11.8) 11.4 (9.2) 0.0166 0.0881 
Median (Min, Max) 11.0 (0.0, 69.0) 9.0 (0.0, 63.0)   
Not evaluated 13 8   

MDS-UPDRS Part I, Mean (SD) 6.9 (5.1) 6.2 (4.9) 0.1860 0.1277 
Median (Min, Max) 5.0 (0.0, 26.0) 5.0 (0.0, 31.0)   
Not evaluated 6 3   

MDS-UPDRS Part II, Mean (SD) 2.4 (4.0) 1.7 (3.2) 0.0552 0.2703 
Median (Min, Max) 1.0 (0.0, 25.0) 0.0 (0.0, 20.0)   
Not evaluated 5 0   

MDS-UPDRS Part III, Mean (SD) 5.1 (6.1) 3.6 (4.2) 0.0092 0.2152 
Median (Min, Max) 3.0 (0.0, 35.0) 2.0 (0.0, 21.0)   
Not evaluated 7 5   

RBDSQ Total, Mean (SD) 5.2 (4.2) 3.0 (2.7) <.0001 <.0001 
Median (Min, Max) 4.0 (0.0, 13.0) 2.0 (0.0, 12.0)   
Not evaluated 3 0   

SCOPA-AUT Total, Mean (SD) 10.6 (6.4) 9.9 (7.1) 0.2935 0.7141 
Median (Min, Max) 9.0 (0.0, 36.0) 8.0 (0.0, 41.0)   
Not evaluated 3 0   

MoCA Total, Mean (SD) 26.8 (2.2) 27.1 (2.2) 0.3008 0.5899 
Median (Min, Max) 27.0 (21.0, 30.0) 28.0 (21.0, 30.0)   
Not evaluated 9 5   
*MDS-UPDRS scores are from the baseline clinical visit.  
**P-values were obtained using Chi-square and Fisher's Exact tests for categorical variables and t-tests 
for continuous variables. 
*** Age and Sex adjusted P-values were obtained using linear regression. 
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Figure 2: Relationship between UPSIT results, DAT imaging results, and CSF synSAA results 
among participants recruited through remote staged screening for PPMI and enrolled in the 
Prodromal Cohort of PPMI. 
 

 
 

 
 
Table 3. Relationship between responses to screening questionnaire and severe hyposmia among 
participants screened via ST-Direct or PPMI Online. 
 

Characteristic UPSIT ≥ 10th 
%ile 

UPSIT < 10th 
%ile OR 95% CI Total 

N. missing, 
PNTA 

or Not Sure 

RBD Diagnosis, n(%) 555 (1.97%) 400 (1.42%) 4.53 (3.97, 5.18) 28144 1616 

DEB without RBD*, n(%) 2598 (9.22%) 936 (3.32%) 2.34 (2.15, 2.54) 28173 1587 

Self-reported hyposmia, 
n(%) 

2380 (9.5%) 2503 (9.99%) 16.28 (15.02, 
17.65) 

25059 4701 

Family History of PD, n(%) 6090 (21.66%) 933 (3.32%) 0.86 (0.79, 0.93) 28113 1647 

Percents represent proportion of total across row. PNTA: Prefer not to answer. 
*Indicates participants who have not received a diagnosis of RBD but experience dream enactment behavior. 
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eFigure 1. Flowchart of all participants recruited through PPMI Online. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Eligible for baseline visit (n = 295) 

Completed baseline visit (n = 210) 

Declined baseline visit (n = 35) 
Pending baseline visit (n = 50) 

Eligible for DAT imaging (n = 955) 

Completed DAT imaging (n = 482) 

Declined DAT imaging (n = 306) 
Awaiting DAT imaging (n = 167) 

Not yet assessed for baseline eligibility (n = 4)  
Not eligible for baseline visit (n = 183) 
 

Normal Olfaction (n = 3662) 
Not yet screened for DAT imaging (n = 63) 
Not eligible for DAT imaging (n = 159) 

Provided an UPSIT (n = 5776) 

Completed an UPSIT (n = 4839) 

UPSIT not complete as of 29Jan2024 (n = 937) 
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eFigure 2. Flowchart of all participants recruited through ST Direct. 
 
 
 
  

Eligible for baseline visit (n = 595) 

Completed baseline visit (n = 334) 

Declined baseline visit (n = 68) 
Pending baseline visit (n = 193) 

Eligible for DAT imaging (n = 3049) 

Completed DAT imaging (n = 898) 

Declined DAT imaging (n = 1454) 
Awaiting DAT imaging (n = 697) 

Not yet assessed for baseline eligibility (n = 2)  
Not eligible for baseline visit (n = 301) 
 

Normal Olfaction (n = 20414) 
Not yet screened for DAT imaging (n = 887) 
Not eligible for DAT imaging (n = 571) 

Provided an UPSIT (n = 42235) 

Completed an UPSIT (n = 24921) 

UPSIT not complete as of 29Jan2024 (n = 17314) 
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eFigure 3. Flowchart of all participants recruited through MJFF Ads. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  

Eligible for baseline visit (n = 76) 

Completed baseline visit (n = 64) 

Declined baseline visit (n = 6) 
Pending baseline visit (n = 6) 

Eligible for DAT imaging (n = 291) 

Completed DAT imaging (n = 166) 

Declined DAT imaging (n = 61) 
Awaiting DAT imaging (n = 64) 

Not yet assessed for baseline eligibility (n = 3)  
Not eligible for baseline visit (n = 87) 
 

Normal Olfaction (n = 1202) 
Not yet screened for DAT imaging (n = 4) 
Not eligible for DAT imaging (n = 36) 

Provided an UPSIT (n = 1832) 

Completed an UPSIT (n = 1533) 

UPSIT not complete as of 29Jan2024 (n = 299) 
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eTable 1. Characteristics of participants who completed UPSIT compared to those that did not complete 
UPSIT but consented for staged screening. 

 

 

Participants who 
completed an 

UPSIT 
 

(N = 31293) 

Participants who 
were provided 

an UPSIT 
but did not 
complete 

(N = 18550) 

Age when UPSIT sent (years), Mean (SD) 68.2 (6.0) 67.7 (6.2) 

Median (Min, Max) 67.3 (23.6, 95.9) 66.6 (21.2, 99.8) 

Missing 50 307 

Sex, n (%)   

Female 22131 (71%) 13362 (72%) 

Male 9162 (29%) 5188 (28%) 

 
 

eTable 2: Characteristics of participants who completed DAT imaging compared to those that declined or were not 
eligible for DAT imaging, among participants that completed an UPSIT. 

 

 

Participants that 
completed DaTScan 

(N = 1546) 

Participants that declined 
DaTScan 
(N = 1821) 

Participants not eligible 
for DaTScan 
(N = 26998) 

Age at UPSIT (years), Mean (SD) 67.7 (5.5) 69.3 (6.9) 68.2 (5.9) 

Median (Min, Max) 66.9 (59.3, 87.2) 68.2 (33.9, 95.8) 67.4 (23.6, 95.9) 

Sex, n (%)    

Female 1001 (65%) 1377 (76%) 19126 (71%) 

Male 545 (35%) 444 (24%) 7872 (29%) 

UPSIT Percentile, Mean (SD) 6.6 (4.0) 6.0 (3.6) 33.0 (16.3) 

Median (Min, Max) 6.0 (1.0, 15.0) 5.5 (1.0, 35.0) 32.0 (1.0, 93.5) 

UPSIT Percentile Categories, n (%)    

< 10th Percentile 1221 (79%) 1608 (88%) 991 (4%) 

≥ 10th and ≤ 15th Percentile 325 (21%) 209 (11%) 3020 (11%) 

> 15th Percentile 0 4 (<1%) 22987 (85%) 
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eFigure 4: Distribution of UPSIT results and DAT imaging results among participants who completed a 
smell test prior to January 6th, 2023, and were eligible for DAT imaging based on an UPSIT of 15th %ile or 
less. DAT imaging results shown represent the lowest putamen specific binding ratio divided by the 
specific binding ratio expected for age and sex. 
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Report generated on data submitted from LONI on 29JAN2024
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eTable 3. Responses to select questions given to participants recruited through PPMI Online and ST Direct 
prior to smell testing. Participants may have endorsed more than one feature. 
 

 
PPMI Online 
(N = 4839) 

ST Direct 
(N = 24921) 

Diagnosis of RBD, n (%) 229 (5%) 726 (3%) 

Incomplete, prefer not to answer, or not sure 202 1414 

Self-reported DEB without an RBD diagnosis, n (%) 752 (16%) 2782 (12%) 

Incomplete, prefer not to answer, or not sure 191 1396 

Self-reported smell loss, n (%) 643 (14%) 4240 (21%) 

Incomplete, prefer not to answer, or not sure 334 4367 

Self-reported family history, n (%) 2264 (49%) 4759 (20%) 

Incomplete, prefer not to answer, or not sure 214 1433 
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