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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 <15 %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 <10 %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 <10™ %ile (N=1,221) had
greater likelihood of low DAT binding compared to participants with an UPSIT in the 10" — 15
%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<10% %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.!-* 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)* 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.’ 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.®’” 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.?? 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.® 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,'? (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 (i1) 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 15" %ile compared to normative values
for age and sex.!! 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 10" %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.!? 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.® Clinical evaluations
involved standardized PROs and assessments covering both motor and non-motor symptoms, as
well as neuropsychological testing.® 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),!3 the Montreal Cognitive Assessment
(MoCA),'* the Scales for Outcomes in Parkinson’s Disease — Autonomic (SCOPA-Aut),'* and
the REM Sleep Behavior Disorder Screening Questionnaire (RBDSQ).!® 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.!%!7 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
<10™ compared to 10"-15" 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 I 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 Typel 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 smell'® and DAT
binding.'® Finally, we used odds ratio to determine the association between UPSIT (<10 %ile vs
10%-15%™ %sile) 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 29" %ile

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

).

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 <15™ %ile (i.e. participants who
completed the UPSIT before January 6", 2023). Among those 742 participants, 420 (57%) had
an UPSIT <10% %ile and 322 (43%) had an UPSIT in the 10" — 15% %ile. People with UPSIT
<10™ %sile had three times the odds of having a lowest putamen SBR <65 % expected compared
to people with UPSIT in the 10® — 15 %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
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a Type 2 pattern, 4 (1.1%) were inconclusive and 160 (44%) were negative. Among participants

who had an UPSIT <10™ %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 <10 %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 <10 %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 <10 %ile) were more
likely to have Type 1 synSAA compared to moderate hyposmia (UPSIT 10t — 15% %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° 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.?

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 15% %ile to 10" %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 (<15" %ile)
participants had a DAT <65% age- and sex-expected putamen SBR compared to 0 normosmic
DAT deficit participants.?! 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 %2 or skin 2 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 aSyn-SAA results for prodromal
participants, obtained from PPMI upon request after approval by the PPMI Data Access

Committee.
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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.
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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

Participants with a completed UPSIT

Participants with
a completed

Participants with a completed DaTScan

Participants with SBR <

Participants with SBR 2

completed UPSIT DaTScan 65% 65%
(N =31293) (N =1546) (N =294) (N =1252)
Age at UPSIT 68.3 (6.0) 67.7 (5.5) 68.4 (5.3) 67.5 (5.5)"

(years), Mean (SD)
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, 29.3 (17.8) 6.6 (4.0) 5.2 (3.2)* 6.9 (4.2)°
Mean (SD)

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%)"

2 10th and < 15th 3662 (12%) 325 (21%) 23 (8%) 302 (24%)

Percentile

> 15th Percentile 22992 (73%) 0 0 0
SBR % Expected, - 89.5 (30.8) 48.9 (12.2) 99.1 (25.7)

Mean (SD)
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*, - 13.2 (10.4) 17.0 (12.3) 11.9 (9.3)"
Mean (SD)

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 |, - 6.8 (5.0) 7.9 (5.6) 6.4 (4.8)"
Mean (SD)

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 Il, - 2.1 (3.5) 3.2 (4.3) 1.8 (3.1)"
Mean (SD)

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 lll, - 4.5 (5.3) 6.3 (6.6) 3.8(4.6)"
Mean (SD)

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, aSyn SAA Negative, P-
(N=198) (N=160) P-value** 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

(%)
> 10" 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 I, 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 lll, 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.
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Table 3. Relationship between responses to screening questionnaire and severe hyposmia among
participants screened via ST-Direct or PPMI Online.

S N. missing,
Characteristic UPSIT 2 10th UPSIT<10th g 95%Cl  Total PNTA
Yoile %ile
or Not Sure
RBD Diagnosis, n(%) 555 (1.97%) 400 (1.42%) 453 (3.97,5.18) 28144 1616
DEB without RBD*, n(%) 2598 (9.22%) 936 (3.32%) 234 (2.15,2.54) 28173 1587
Self-reported hyposmia, 2380 (9.5%) 2503 (9.99%) 16.28 (15.02, 25059 4701
n(%) 17.65)
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.
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eFigure 2. Flowchart of all participants recruited through ST Direct.
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eFigure 3. Flowchart of all participants recruited through MJFF Ads.
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Not eligible for baseline visit (n = 87)

v

v

Eligible for baseline visit (n = 76)

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

v

v

Completed baseline visit (n = 64)
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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
Participants who  were provided

completed an an UPSIT
UPSIT but did not
complete
(N =31293) (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 Participants that declined Participants not eligible
completed DaTScan DaTScan for DaTScan
(N = 1546) (N =1821) (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%)
2 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 6", 2023, and were eligible for DAT imaging based on an UPSIT of 15" %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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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 ST Direct
(N =4839) (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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