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Eleven Y ears of Change: Disease Progression in Biomarker -
Defined Sporadic Parkinson's Disease
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Caspell-Garcia,? Christopher Coffey,? Michael Brumm,? David-Erick Lafontant,? Yuge Xiao,
Caroline Tanner,* Charles S. Venuto,” Karl Kieburtz,®> Lana M. Chahine,® Kathleen L Poston,’
Andrew Siderowf,® Ken Marek,® Tanya Simuni* MD, on behalf of the Parkinson’s Progression

Markers Initiative.

Abstract

Long-term longitudinal data on outcomes in sporadic Parkinson’s Disease are limited, especially
from cohorts with extensive biological characterization. Recent advances in biomarkers
characterization of Parkinson’s Disease necessitate an updated examination of long-term
progression within contemporary cohorts like the Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative,
which enrolled individuals within 2 years of clinical diagnosis of Parkinson’'s Disease. Our study
leverages the Neuronal Synuclein Disease framework, which defines the disease based on
biomarker assessed presence of neuronal apha-synuclein and dopamine deficit, rather than based
on conventional clinical diagnostic criteria. In this study we aimed to provide a comprehensive
long-term description of disease progression using the integrated biological and clinical staging

system framework.

We analyzed data from 344 participants from the sporadic Parkinson’s Disease cohort in the
Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative, who met Neuronal Synuclein Disease criteria. We
assessed 11-year progression in a spectrum of clinical measures. We used Cox proportional
hazards models to assess the association between baseline stage and time to key outcomes,
including survival, postural instability (Hoehn & Yahr > 3), loss of independence (Schwab &
England < 80%), cognitive decline, and domain-based milestones such as walking and balance,
motor complications, autonomic dysfunction, and activities of daily living. Additional analyses
were completed to account for death and participant dropout. Biomarker analysis included
dopamine transporter binding measures, as well as serum urate, neurofilament light chain and
CSF amyloid-beta, phosphorylated tau and total tau.
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At baseline, despite the cohort consisting of individuals within 2 years of clinical diagnos's, there
was clear separation of participants in Neuronal Synuclein Disease Stages (23% Stage 2b, 67%
Stage 3, 10% Stage 4). At 11 years, data were available for 153 participants; 35 participants had
died over the follow up period. Of retained participants, 59% presented normal cognition, 24%
had evidence of postural instability and mean Schwab & England score was 78.5. Serum
neurofilament light chain consistently increased over time. No other biofluids had a consistent
change in trgectory. Of importance, baseline Neuronal Synuclein Disease Stage predicted

progression to clinically meaningful milestones.

This study provides data on longitudinal, 11-year progression in Neuronal Synuclein Disease
participants within 2 years of clinical diagnosis. We observed better long-term outcomes in this
contemporary observationa study cohort. It highlights the heterogeneity in the early Parkinson’s
Disease population as defined by clinical diagnogtic criteria and underscores the importance of
shifting from clinical to biologically and functionally based inclusion criteria in the design of
new clinical trials.
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| ntroduction

Parkinson’s Disease has been historically defined by clinical features, with a definite diagnosis
only possible through the identification of apha-synuclein (o-syn) in Lewy bodies and
nigrostriatal degeneration in brain autopsy.’ Clinical diagnostic criteria are based solely on the
presence of motor features,* which are only apparent once around 70-80% of dopaminergic
neurons are lost.> Thus, diagnosis is made only once the disease process has been ongoing for
more than a decade.® Additionally, there is substantial heterogeneity in the clinical presentation

and rates of progression among Parkinson’s Disease patients.”

Despite a significant number of observational and interventional studies, long term data on
Parkinson’ s Disease progression remains scarce. One of the most referenced cohorts, the Sydney
Multicenter Study,®*° did not include biological characterization. In addition, while follow-up
spanned 20 years, only a small proportion of the origina cohort remained by the end of the
study. Moreover, since the publication of the Sydney data, our understanding of Parkinson’'s
Disease and its management has evolved substantially. For instance, Gallagher et al** report
findings from two large prospective Parkinson’s Disease cohorts, showing a lower frequency of
dementia and a longer progression period before its onset than previously suggested by older
studies. Thus, a description of the disease within a contemporary cohort, followed longitudinally
with clinical and biological data, may inform an evolving perspective on the course of

Parkinson’ s Disease under contemporary management paradigms.

Recently, the detection of neuronal a-syn through seed amplification assay in CSF (CSF-SAA)
has emerged as a reliable in vivo biomarker of synuclein pathology, validated in multiple
cohorts?* and against postmortem tissue.'®!” Based on these findings, the concept of neuronal

synuclein disease (NSD) was proposed, defined by the presence of neuronal o-syn as measured
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by a validated biomarker, such as CSF-SAA and stage-dependent evidence of dopaminergic
dysfunction, as measured by a validated biomarker such as dopamine transporter (DAT binding)
deficit. Simuni et al*® have proposed an integrated biological and clinical staging system for
NSD (NSD-1SS), which builds on similar efforts in other neurodegenerative diseases, including
Alzheimer's disease™?* and Huntington’s disease.”* The NSD-ISS includes 7 stages, defined by
each biomarker and presence of clinical features and their functional consequences.

The Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI) provides a uniquely comprehensive set
of longitudinal, clinical, imaging and biosample data from participants recruited as clinically
defined de novo Parkinson’s Disease, at-risk individuals and healthy controls® PPMI has
followed participants prospectively for around 13 years since its inception. Among the 373
individuals who were enrolled within 2 years of a diagnosis of Parkinson’s Disease based on
clinical criteria, who were sporadic (without identified pathogenic variants) and with enough
data to determine NSD staging, 93% meet NSD criteria.’® By analyzing PPM| participants who
meet NSD criteria, we are able to conduct a detailed, long-term longitudinal study within a

biologically homogeneous population.

The aims of our study were to: (i) describe long term outcomes of NSD participants originally
enrolled in the sporadic Parkinson’s Disease cohort in PPMI; (ii) analyze the association between
baseline NSD stage and survival; (iii) analyze the association between baseline NSD stage and
key outcomes which have the greatest impact on participants quality of life and function,
namely: development of postural instability, loss of independence and cognitive decline; and (iv)
to analyze the association between baseline NSD stage and the time to reach domain-based
disease milestones as described by Brumm et al.?

Materials and methods

PPMI

PPMI is an ongoing international, multicenter, prospective cohort study initiated in June 2010 as
described previously.?* The study was approved by the institutional review board at each site,

and all participants provided written informed consent. The primary aim of PPMI is to identify
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genomic, biochemical, or imaging biomarkers of clinical progression. The detailed study
protocol, manuals, biofluid collection, and storage processes are available at www.ppmi-
info.org/study-design.

Study population

Participants included in the study were those enrolled in the original sporadic Parkinson's
Disease cohort in PPMI. Briefly, enrollment criteria to the sporadic Parkinson’s Disease cohort
included: (i) presence of two or more of the following: bradykinesia, rigidity, and resting tremor
OR presence of either an asymmetric resting tremor or asymmetric bradykinesia (ii) disease
duration from diagnosis of <2 years, (iii) DAT binding deficit based visua interpretation.
Participants could not be treated with dopaminergic therapy or expected to need treatment within
6 months of enrollment. From this group, we selected individuals that fulfilled NSD criteria at
time of or within 12 months of enrollment into PPMI, and who were recruited prior to 2020 to
allow for at least 5 years of longitudinal data.

NSD-I SS staging

NSD is defined by pathologic neuronal o-syn (S) and eventual dopaminergic neuronal
dysfunction (D), independent of clinical features. The NSD-ISS integrates these biological
anchors and the degree of functional impairment as follows. Stage 2A (S+, D-, subtle
signsg/symptoms, no functional impairment), Stage 2B (S+, D+, subtle signgsymptoms, no
functional impairment), Stage 3 (S+, D+, signs/symptoms +, slight functional impairment), Stage
4 or 5 (St+, D+, signg/symptoms +, mild or moderate functional impairment) (Supplementary
Table 1). If participants completed a follow-up visit but were missing one or more of the
components used to determine stage, the data needed to assign a stage was carried forward from

the previous visit.
Clinical Assessments

PPMI includes a wide array of investigator completed and participant reported measures of
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motor, non-motor and cognitive function. For this analysis we utilized demographic data (age,

sex, race, time since diagnosis, education level), Movement Disorder Society-Unified

Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale (MDS-UPDRS)-Parts I-IV,”® Hoehn & Yahr (H&Y),?®

Schwab-England activities of daily living score (S&E),*" agelsex adjusted University of

Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test (UPSIT) score®® Scales for Outcomes in Parkinson’s

disease- Autonomic (SCOPA-AUT) total score®® Geriatric Depression Scale (GDS) score®

REM sleep behavior disorder (RBD) screening questionnaire (RBDSQ) score® Levodopa

Equivalent Daily Dose (LEDD).* Cognition was measured with the Montreal Cognitive

Assessment (MoCA)* scores and site investigator's clinical diagnosis of cognitive state

(normal cognition, mild cognitive impairment [MCI] or Parkinson’s Disease dementia [PDD]),

which was not fully implemented until study year 3.3* The site investigator is provided a

guidance document on how to assess for subjective cognitive change compared with pre-

Parkinson’s Disease state, impairment in cognitive abilities, and functional impairment due to

cognitive deficits (i.e,, providing specific examples of how cognitive impairment might

adversely impact instrumental activities of daily living requiring cognitive abilities), with the

option to review cognitive test results (e.g., MoCA, Hopkins Verbal Learning Test-Revised

[HVLT-R],* Benton Judgment of Line Orientation [JLO],*® Symbol-Digit Modalities Test

[SDMT],* Letter-Number Sequencing [LNS],* and category [animal] fluency™). The guidance

document was meant to approximate Parkinson’s Disease-M C1*° or Parkinson’s Disease-PDD*

criteria. All assessments were conducted annually.

We also analyzed time to reach domain-based disease milestones as described by Brumm et al .
Briefly, these include 25 progression milestones, spanning six clinical domains: “walking and
balance’; “motor complications’; “cognition”; “autonomic dysfunction”; “functional

dependence’; and “activities of daily living” (Supplementary Table 2).
| maging biomarkers

Degree of dopaminergic dysfunction was assessed with DAT binding and quantified in two
ways, as the striatal binding ratio (SBR) obtained from the ipsilateral putamen alone and as the
average of SBRs aobtained from the caudate and putamen in both hemispheres. DAT binding was
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assessed at baseline and at years 1, 2, and 4 of the study. Imaging acquisition and analysis

protocols can be found at ppmi-info.org.

Biofluid biomarkers

CSF amyloid-beta 1-42 (Ap 1-42), total-tau, tau phosphorylated at threonine 181 position (p-tau)
were measured at baseline and annually until year 9. Serum neurofilament light chain (NfL) was
measured at baseline and then at years 1, 2, 3 and 5. Cutoffs for CSF Ap 142 < 683 pg/mL, p-
tau > 13 pg/mL and serum NfL > 19.05 pg/mL were also used as variables for the analysis.*?
Serum urate was measured at baseline and then annually until year 10. Due to the high degree of

missingness, only measures up to year 5 wereincluded in thisanalysis.

Survival endpoints

The following endpoints were used to capture disease progression in our analyses: Death,
postural instability (defined by H&Y > 3), disability (defined as S&E < 80%) and cognitive
decline (defined as site investigator’s clinical diagnosis of MCI or PDD). We analyzed time to
reach five of the progression milestone domains as described by Brumm et al,* including
“walking and balance"; "motor complications'; "cognition"; "autonomic dysfunction”, and

"activities of daily living".

To address concerns about informative dropout, participants who withdrew were categorized by
reason for withdrawal into non-informative and informative categories. Participants who
withdrew due to operational reasons (completed study per-protocol; family, care-partner, or
social issues; non-compliance with study procedures; transportation/travel issues; investigator or
informant/caregiver decision; burden of study procedures) were considered non-informative or
missing at random. Participants who withdrew due to adverse events, death, decline in health,
withdrawal of consent, loss to follow-up, or other unspecified reasons were conservatively
categorized as informative or missing not at random.
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Statistical analysis

Basdline demographic, clinical, and biological characteristics were reported for all participants
and separately by baseline NSD stage. Frequency and percent were reported for categorical
measures and median and range for continuous measures. To evaluate differences in basdine
characteristics by NSD stage, Chi-Square and Fisher's exact test (when appropriate) were
presented for categorical measures and Kruskal-Wallis tests for continuous variables.
Nonparametric tests were calculated for continuous measures due to the small number of
participants in the Stage 4 group. Longitudinal measures were reported for each annual study
visit up to year 11, which is the minimum annual visit for which all enrolled participants were
eigible.

To evaluate participant progression over time by baseline stage, we calculated time from
enrollment in PPMI to reaching the nine endpoints of interest: death, reaching H&Y stage > 3,
S& E <80%, cognitive decline, walking and balance (domain 1), motor complications (domain 2),
cognition (domain 3), autonomic dysfunction (domain 4), and activities of daily living (domain
6). Cox proportional hazards models were used to model time from enrollment to each outcome,
stratified by basdline stage, and adjusting for baseline age, sex, and education (<12 years or >12
years). If participants did not have an event during the follow-up period, they were censored at
the time of their last assessment. If participants reached any of the nine endpoints at the baseline
visit, they were removed from all models. Hazards ratios for comparing stage 2b to 3 and 2b to 4
are presented with their 95% Wald confidence intervals. Age, sex, and education adjusted
survival curves are presented. We use a Bonferroni adjusted a-level of 0.0056 to adjust for
multiple comparisonsin survival analyses.

To assess the impact of death and informative withdrawal on our estimates of participant
progression, we conducted a sensitivity analysis using Fine and Gray subdistributional hazards
models for time from enroliment to each of the nine endpoints of interest, with death and
informative withdrawal as competing outcomes (for the survival outcome, informative
withdrawal was the only competing event). Models included the same population and covariates
as in the Cox regression analysis. Subdistributional hazards ratios for comparing stage 2b to 3
and 2b to 4 are presented with their 95% Wald confidence intervals.
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All analyses were performed using SAS 9.4 (SAS/STAT 15.3; SAS Ingtitute Inc., Cary, NC).

Results

Baseline Demogr aphic Characteristics of NSD participants

PPMI enrolled n=423 sporadic Parkinson’s Disease participants prior to 2020, n=79 were
excluded from this analysis (n=33 carried a genetic variant associated with Parkinson’s Disease,
n=17 did not have enough datato determine NSD staging, n=26 did not fulfill NSD criteria, n=1
removed due to a data error and only n=2 fulfilled criteria for NSD Stage 2a and were not
included in the analysis). The final analytic sample included a total of n=344 NSD participants,
n=225 (65%) male, with a median [min-max] age of 62.4 [33.7 — 84.9] years at time of
enrollment and a time from diagnosis of 0.3 years [0-3 years]. There were no demographic
differences at baseline between different NSD stages (Table 1).

Baseline clinical characteristics differ between NSD stages

Basdline disease characteristics of the NSD sporadic Parkinson’s Disease cohort are summarized
in Table 1. Notably, participants recruited with the inclusion criteria of early untreated
Parkinson’s Disease had a separation in NSD stages, with 67% (n=230) belonging to NSD Stage
3, 23% (n=79) NSD Stage 2b and 10% (n=35) NSD Stage 4. 275 (80%) of participants had an
UPSIT scorein the lower 15™ percentile expected for age and sex. As expected, there were stage
dependent differencesin MDS-UPDRS parts |, Il as these were used as stage anchors, but also in
other clinical measures across motor and non-motor domains, including MDS-UPDRS part IIl,
as well as RBDSQ, GDS and SCOPA-AUT. While MoCA scores differed across NSD stage
(p=0.041) with the lowest being the NSD Stage 3 group (27 [17-30]), there were no differences
in cognitive categorization between groups.

Basdline biologic char acteristics of NSD participants
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DAT binding measures

Participantsin NSD Stage 4 had lower striatum binding compared to stages 2b and 3 (medians of
1.30 vs 1.52 and 1.33 respectively). Age/sex putaminal SBR was significantly different across
groups, with lower scores in the stage 4 group compared to stages 2b and 3 (medians of 0.28 vs
0.35 and 0.30 respectively) (Table 2).

Fluid biomarkers

Basdline biologic characteristics of the NSD sporadic Parkinson’s Disease cohort presented by

NSD stage are summarized in Table 2. There was no difference in median serum NfL across the

groups but the percent of participants with serum NfL > 19.05 pg/mL differed across basdline
stage (p=0.027). The stage 4 group had the highest percentage of participantswith elevated
serum NfL (NSD Stage 2b 14%, Stage 3 12%, Stage 4 30%). Other fluid biomarkers did not
show a difference between NSD stages (T able 2).

L ongitudinal characteristics

PPMI retention over time

Median follow up from baseline was 10.1 [0, 13.4] years. At 11 years, there were data available
for 153 participants, which represents a 49% retention rate over study duration. 35 participants
(10%) had died by the end of the follow-up period.

Clinical characteristics

As expected, motor clinical scores worsened over time. Mean [SD] MDS-UPDRS Part 111
medications ON score at year 11 was 28.4 [14.3], which represents a 36% increase compared to
baseline OFF scores despite mean of 967.53 [501.93] LEDD use (96% on Parkinson’s Disease
medication a year 11). Mean [SD] MDS-UPDRS Part IV score at year 11 was 4.5 [4]. As a
group, mean modified S&E was 78.5% at 11 years. From a non-motor perspective, SCOPA-
AUT scores also increased over time, with a mean [SD] 16 [7.5] and RBDSQ mean [SD] 5.6
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[3.5] at year 11 (Table 3). Reflecting the progression of functional impairment, there was a
consistent increase in the percentage of individuals in NSD stage 4 and above during follow-up.
By year 11 of n=153 participants, 44% were in NSD stage 3, another 44% had progressed to
NSD stage 4, and 8% had advanced to NSD stage 5 (Figure 1). Complete complement of
longitudinal clinical datais presented in Supplementary Table 3.

Biologic characteristics

DAT binding data were collected for four years. All DAT binding measures worsened over time,
with mean (SD) age/sex expected lowest putamen SBR of 0.24 (0.09), mean (SD) striatum
binding 1.03 (0.33), mean (SD) caudate binding 1.51 (0.51) and mean (SD) putamen binding
0.55(0.19) at 4 years (Table 4).

Datafor different biofluid biomarkers are summarized in Table 4. CSF amyloid and tau markers
varied over follow up, without a consistent trajectory over the 5 years of collected data. Serum
NfL consistently increased over follow-up. The percentage of participants with a serum NfL >
19.05 pg/mL also consistently increased over 5 years (32% by year 5).

A majority of NSD participantsremain cognitively intact at 11 years.

Of the 153 participants who had 11 years of follow-up, 59% (n=77) were categorized with
normal cognition, 36% (n=47) were categorized as MCI and 5% (n=6) with Parkinson’s Disease.
Likewise, the mean MoCA score was 26.5 (SD 3.5) at 11 yearsfollow up (Table 3).

Time to investigator-determined development of mild cognitive impairment or dementia was
significantly different when comparing baseline NSD stage 2b and 4. Median (95%Cl) time was
11.93 (10.02, 12.01) years for participants presenting as NSD Stage 2b, 7.19 (6.13, 8.98) years
for NSD Stage 3 and 3.10 (1.97, 4.99) years for participants in NSD Stage 4. The probability of
reaching investigator-determined cognitive decline was higher in NSD stage 4 participants
compared to those in NSD stage 2b (hazards ratio [HR]: 3.64, 95% CI 2.07, 6.40, p=<0.001;
(Figure 2D). Even after accounting for the competing risks of death and informative withdrawal
in the sengitivity analysis, those in NSD Stage 4 had a significantly higher probability of
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reaching this outcome compared to those in NSD Stage 2b, with a HR of 2.73 (95% CI 1.45,
5.15, p=0.0019) (Supplementary Table 4).

Baseline NSD Stage as a predictor of progression
NSD Stage predictstimeto disability

Median (95%CI) time to disability, defined by S& E score <80% was 11.98 (11.08, Inf) years for
participants presenting as NSD Stage 2b; 10.29 (9.24, 11.10) years for NSD Stage 3 and 6.15
(3.89, 7.84) years for NSD Stage 4 participants. NSD Stage 3 and 4 participants had a higher
probability of reaching a S& E score <80% compared to NSD Stage 2b (HR 1.88, 95%CI 1.21,
2.92, p=0.005; HR 4.87, 95%CIl 2.55, 9.28, p= <0.001) (Figure 2B). Participantsin NSD Stage
4 aso had higher probability of reaching a H&Y > 3 compared to NSD Stage 2b (HR 6.69,
95%CI 3.30, 13.58, p=<0.001) (Figure 2C). After accounting for death and informative
withdrawal in the sensitivity analysis, the hazards of reaching both outcomes were significantly
higher for those in NSD stage 4 compared to those in NSD stage 2b (HR 2.97, 95%CI 1.50, 5.88,
p = 0.0018; HR 3.36, 95%CI 1.60, 7.06, p = 0.0014.(Supplementary Table 4).

NSD Stage predictstimeto clinically meaningful milestones.

Baseline NSD Stage was associated with time to reach every disease milestone, with participants
in NSD Stage 4 reaching most disease milestones earlier (Figure 3 A-E). The sensitivity analysis
accounting for death and informative withdrawal yielded the same conclusions, with the
exception of the ‘motor complications milestone (Supplementary Table 4).

Baseline NSD Stageis not associated with survival

Although survival time was reduced in NSD Stage 4 participants compared to those in NSD
Stage 2b (Figure 2A), this difference was not statistically significant There was no significant
difference in time to death between participantsin NSD Stages 3 and 2b.

Discussion
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These data represent the first report of long-term outcomes (> 10 years) of participants with
gporadic Parkinson’'s Disease fulfilling criteria for NSD. There are several observations and
conclusions that inform the field. Most importantly, our data demonstrate a much more
optimistic outlook on Parkinson’s Disease progression compared to previously published and
referenced data®'® The known mortality rate was 10%, and the majority of the retained
participants maintained good functional status and remained cognitively intact. While these
conclusions must be interpreted considering selective nature of participants generally recruited
into studies, who might not be representative of the Parkinson’s Disease population at large, the
same limitations apply to prior studies, such as the Sydney cohort®°. These better outcomes
might be a reflection of better comprehensive treatment paradigms available to Parkinson’s
Disease patients today and could also be a reflection of a more biologically homogeneous
population in our study. Compared to the Sydney cohort 10 year outcomes,” our results are
consistent with the data on long term cognitive outcomes in the PPMI cohort published by
Gallagher et al** and expand beyond the cognitive domain.

NSD Stage differs at baseline in participants clinically diagnosed as
sporadic Parkinson’s Disease

This presents the first analysis of sporadic Parkinson’s Disease participants who were defined
and staged according to the NSD-ISS. The NSD is based on a biologic characterization of
individuals, i.e. presence of abnormal a-syn (currently defined as a positive CSF-SAA), as well
as dopamine deficiency (currently defined as DAT binding deficiency).”® NSD-ISS functional
characterization is anchored on clinical scales commonly used in clinical practice. At basdline,
despite identical inclusion criteria used for PPMI enrollment, participants represented a range of
NSD stages. This is of significance since al participants were considered to be “early”
Parkinson’s Disease, that is, within two years of clinical diagnosis, and treatment naive. Even
more, motor, non-motor and DAT binding characteristics significantly differed between
participants in different stages at basdline. Our findings suggest that the arbitrary use of time
since diagnosis does not clearly represent the underlying disease severity of individuals. Thisis

of importance given that time since diagnosis is a common inclusion criterion for most clinical
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trials. As such, our data support the notion that the NSD-ISS could be used as a framework for
selecting potential clinical trial candidates.

NSD Stage asa predictor of disease progression

The results of this analysis support the validity of NSD-ISS as a predictor for disease
progression. Prediction of disease and disease courseisacritical challenge that influences patient
counseling, care, treatment, and research. Within Parkinson’s Disease, meeting this challenge
would allow appropriate planning for patients and symptom-specific care. These prediction tools
would also facilitate more efficient execution of clinical trials.

Past attempts a the characterization of disease subtypes have relied on clinical measures,
separating the disease into early-onset versus late-onset (based on age at time of diagnoss),
slowly-progressing “benign” versus fast-progressing “malignant” subtypes, Parkinson’s Disease
with or without dementia, or into a tremor-dominant versus a postural instability with gait
disorder subtypes.**®* However, these models have shown instability over time.* A past study
employed cluster analysis to classify patient subtypes and ascertain their respective progression
rates, but it was limited to data from just two time points.”> Some models have identified
individual variables correlating with progression, often being restricted to a narrow set of
predictors,*> Madleod 2018449 Eor ey ample, the Parkinson’s Disease and parkinsonism in North East
Scotland (PINE) and ParkWest studies highlighted older age, male sex, and greater severity of
axial features as predictors of mortality, with additional factors such as smoking history and
cognitive assessments linked to loss of independence* Modeling paradigms involving the
development of composite scores or the use of machine learning algorithms to identify disease
subtypes have aso been proposed.”*">! Nonetheless, the depth of phenotypic information and
longitudinal assessments in these studies were variable and often limited to certain clinical
features and short-term follow-up. These models also present challenges for implementation in
clinical settings. Recently, the Movement Disorder Society Task Force on Subtyping published
their critical evaluation on current subtyping systems and concluded that the subtyping studies
undertaken to date have significant methodologic shortcomings, with questionable clinical
applicability and with unknown biological relevance.® In contrast, the NSD-ISS offers a
straightforward and practical model that correlates with both motor and non-motor disease
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progression, providing a comprehensive and consistent association across the full disease
gpectrum. Currently, the NSD-ISS is a research framework that can enhance design and
implementation of clinical trials by reducing baseline heterogeneity of the participants. In the

future it could serve an important role of assisting baseline prognostication in the clinical setting.

Comparison to other longitudinal Parkinson’s Disease cohorts

We compared our data to some of the most relevant longitudinal cohorts described to date. The
largest past longitudinal cohort studies in Parkinson’s Disease include the Sydney Multicenter

810 the Cambridgeshire Parkinson's Incidence from GP to

Study of Parkinson’s Disease,
Neurologist (CamPalGN),*** and the PINE>**’ studies. The Sydney Multicenter Study followed
n=149 Parkinson’s Disease participants randomized to low-level levodopa versus low-dose
bromocriptine over 20 years. By 20 years follow up, n=30 participants were alive and of those,
n=25 had dementia'®. The CamPalGN and PINE studies represent an unselected population-
representative incident cohort clinically diagnosed with Parkinson’s Disease (n=142 and n=199
respectively) followed for 13 years and 9.5 years respectively. These cohorts describe most
participants presenting with disability and dementia by 10 years follow up. Nonetheless, none of
these cohorts had biological characterization or identify models to predict subgroups who may
reach these endpoints earlier. In this way, the PPMI cohort represents the largest phenotypically
and biologically characterized cohort of participants clinically diagnosed as Parkinson’s Disease,

who have been longitudinally followed for over 10 years.

Postural instability was the first milestone reached by NSD participants, which is in line with
what was described in the CamPaign and Sydney cohorts. Nonethel ess, median time to Hoehn &
Yahr > 3 was longer in PPMI (6.0 years among NSD Stage 4) compared to the CamPaign (4.7
years)*® or Sydney cohorts (3.5 years).? Time to disability was aso longer in the PPMI cohort
(6.2 years among NSD Stage 4) compared to the PINE study, where 50% of those with
Parkinson’s Disease were dead or dependent three years from diagnosis.> Finally, mortality in
the PPMI study was lower compared to prior studies, with a cumulative probability of survival of
around 75% at 10 years for participants in NSD Stage 4. In the Sydney study, 38% of
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participants had died a 10 years.® In the CamPalGN study, at 10 years, survival analysis
indicated a cumulative probability of survival of 45%.% While these differences could be due to
a younger age in the PPMI cohort and participant selection, it could also reflect analyzing a
biologically homogeneous population, since participants with parkinsonism associated with non-
synuclein pathology have a more aggressive course of the disease®®® Lastly, it could also
represent a change in the natural history of the disease in contemporary cohorts, with a more

optimistic outlook for patients.

In line with this, the prevalence of dementia is significantly lower compared to what has been
described in previous cohorts. In the Sydney study, at 20 years, 83% of survivors (n=36)
fulfilled criteria for dementia’® The CamPaiGN cohort showed an increase in dementia
incidence with disease duration and described a probability of 46% at 10-years, with higher
baseline UPDRS motor score being predictive of dementia®® Thisisin line with what has been
described for other longitudinal studies following Parkinson’s Disease cohorts from time of
diagnosis.®>® In the PPMI cohort, only 36% of NSD participants presented MCI at 10 years and
only 4% met criteria for dementia. Interestingly, despite all participants presenting with normal
cognition at baseline, when looking at individual NSD stages, participants belonging to NSD
Stage 4 reached a categorization of MCI or dementiain a median time of 3.1 years. Among those
with NSD stage 4 at baseline, the estimated 10-year probability of reaching MCI or dementia
was 80%, which is in line with what was described in the Sydney multicenter cohort.’® This
suggests that, while dementia may not be inevitable for all NSD participants, those with NSD
Stage 4 at baseline have a higher risk of developing cognitive changes, again supporting NSD-

ISS as atool for baseline prediction of progression.

DAT binding as an imaging biomarker

Our analysis showed that striatal binding ratio and age and sex adjusted values were significantly
lower at basdline and remained lower over follow up in participants in NSD-Stage 4. The degree
of DAT binding has been described to be associated with worsened longitudinal motor scores in
prior, smaller studies, though the data are inconsistent. An analysis of a subset of the Anti a-
Synuclein Antibody in Early Parkinson's Disease (PASADENA) study data showed that
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ipsilateral putamen DAT binding can predict progression of motor signs in early Parkinson's
Disease, albeit this was a small data set (n=76 participants) with data available for 12 months.**
The Parkinson Associated Risk Syndrome study showed that prodromal participants with
hyposmia and with dopamine transporter deficit at baseline were at a higher risk of developing
the motor symptoms of Parkinson’s Disease.®® Nonetheless, other studies have failed to show
these associations with progression. Our data lays the groundwork for utilizing DAT binding as a
potential marker for disease progression. However, one limitation is availability of PPMI DAT
binding data is restricted to the first four years of follow-up. To fully assess the utility of DAT

binding measures over the course of NSD, extended longitudinal data are required.

L ongitudinal changein fluid biomarker s of neur odegener ation

We did not identify areliable fluid biomarker that demonstrated longitudinal quantitative change
at the group level. An obvious limitation and area for future research is the development of a
guantitative biomarker of a-syn pathology and assessing if it will correlate with longitudinal
changes in clinical measures. There has been significant interest in biomarkers such as Ap 1-42,
tau, and p-tau for providing insights into the progression of Parkinson’s Disease, particularly in
evaluating cognitive decline and motor function. However, no consistent results have been
reported thus far.°® In our study, we also observed no consistent trajectory of CSF-Alzheimer's
Disease biomarkers over time, and these biomarkers did not differ between NSD stages at
baseline. There has been a lot of interest in NfL as a biomarker of neurodegeneration across
neurological diseases. Plasma NfL concentration reflects neuro-axonal damage and has been
described as a marker for ongoing neurodegeneration.®"* In this analysis, a higher proportion of
participantsin NSD Stage 4 at baseline had a serum NfL level > 19.05 pg/mL. Additionally, data
available over 5 years shows a consistent increase in serum NfL levelsin NSD participants as a
group. Mollenhauer et al*have reported higher mean baseline serum NfL in Parkinson’s Disease
compared to healthy controls, with levels increasing over time; this group also reported on an
association with motor scores. Another study, which included “late-stage” Parkinson’s Disease
participants (defined as disease duration greater than 5 years), described higher serum NfL in
those presenting with hallucinations, dementia or recurrent falls.”* However, a limitation of this
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analysis is that data were only available for the first 5 years of follow up. Ongoing efforts at
PPMI to collect long-term broader spectrum of biological data will be crucial for further

understanding of the disease biology.

Limitations and futurewor k

The main methodological concern in longitudinal studies of this type is attrition. Participant

retention in PPMI is lower compared to prior longitudinal cohorts.®*%**%

which may reflect the
duration and scope of ascertainments in PPMI. In this analysis, we are particularly concerned
with understanding any bias introduced by participants who drop out early due to worsening
Parkinson’s Disease symptoms. We include the sensitivity analysis considering both death and
informative dropout as competing events in an attempt to assess the impact of attrition due to
worsening symptoms of Parkinson's Disease on our analysis results. Informative dropout was
categorized conservatively to include anyone who did not have a reported operational (not
related to Parkinson’s Disease progression) reason for withdrawal from the study. The results of
this analysis yield attenuated results but still support the conclusion that NSD stage, comparing

2b and 4 at baseline, are predictors of progression outcomes.

The event-based model, as currently designed, presumes a uniform progression sequence across
NSD participants, which is not reflective of the condition's well-documented variability in
clinical presentation. Future research will focus on refining this model to better differentiate the

timing and sequence of progression events.

Generalizability might be limited by the characteristics of the PPMI cohort. Notably, the PPM I
group is considerably younger and with alower LEDD at baseline compared to incident enrolled
cohorts, such as CamPAIGN or PINE. Nonetheless, the PPMI cohort is comparable to other

clinical trial cohorts,™>™

as such these results are most relevant to the design and planning of
future clinical trials. We also acknowledge that the PPM | cohort lacks racial and ethnic diversity.
As such, there are efforts underway to increase the enrollment of traditionally underrepresented

groups into this study.
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Additionally, NSD criteria necessitates the presence of synucleinopathy, currently assessed as a
positive CSF-SAA marker. We recognize the need for less invasive methods to assess SAA in
more readily accessible biofluids to facilitate broader application. Despite this, our findings

affirm the utility of the NSD-ISS within a research context, particularly for clinical trials.

While PPMI is focused on biological characterization of the participants, current data fails to
identify a quantitative biomarker of NSD progression. PPM1 is committing substantial effort to
develop a quantitative biomarker of a-syn pathology and to incorporate and assess multiple
novel biomarkers as such become available. We have plans for multiple lines of future work to
further improve understanding of NSD participants. We concentrated on previously described
biologic biofluids of interest. Nonetheless, other biologic measures, including omics data could
be explored in the future, to further characterize biologic differences between stages.
Additionally, we have focused on NSD participants enrolled in the Parkinson’s Disease cohort.
Understanding the biology and progression of the SAA negative subset of participants in the
sporadic Parkinson’s Disease cohort is of high priority and these data will be reported separately.

In conclusion, we present 11-year longitudinal follow up data on sporadic Parkinson’s Disease
participants who fulfill criteria for NSD. We demonstrate that, at time of enrollment, there is
significant heterogeneity of the participants recruited into the study under the currently used
criteria of early Parkinson’s Disease. Baseline NSD stage predicted progression to clinically
meaningful milestones, emphasizing the need for new clinical trial designs to shift from
traditional, clinically based enrollment criteria and arbitrary time since diagnosis to a more
precise biological and functional characterization of individuals. Additionally, we observed more
favorable long-term outcomes—including survival, disability, postural instability, and cognitive
decline—reflective of a contemporary observational study cohort. These findings provide a more

hopeful perspective on the long-term progression of Parkinson’s Disease.

Data availability

Data used in the preparation of this article were obtained on June 24th, 2024 from the 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
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the PPMI Statistics Core and used actual dates of activity for participants, arestricted data
element not available to public users of PPM| data. Access can be obtained upon request.

Statistical analysis codes used to perform the analysesin this article are shared on Zenodo
(10.5281/zenodo.11660808).
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Figurelegends

Figure 1 Neuronal Synuclein Stage (NSD) by visit. Shows the percentage of participants in
each NSD Stage per annual visit over 11 years. Lower panel data shows total number of

participants and percentage in each NSD Stage at each visit.

Figure 2 Time to death, postural instability, disability and cognitive decline by NSD Stage,
adjusted by age, sex, and education. Survival estimates are presented for each NSD Stage.
NSD Stage 4 reached all milestones earlier compared to Stage 2b (blue ling). (A) Death (HR 4.58
[1.32,15.93], p=0.016) (B) Postura instability (Hoehn & Yahr >3) (HR 6.69 [3.3,13.58], p
<0.0001), (C) Disahility (Schwab & England < 80%) (HR 4.87 [2.55,9.28], p <0.0001), and (D)
Cognitive decline (investigator determined Mild cognitive impairment or Parkinson’s Disease
dementia) (HR 3.64 [2.07,6.40], p <0.0001).

Figure 3 Time to milestone domains, by NSD Stage, adjusted by age, sex, and education.
Survival estimates are presented for each NSD Stage. NSD Stage 4 (green line) reached all
milestones earlier compared to NSD Stage 2b (blue line). (A) Domain 1. Walking and Balance
(HR 8.26 [3.82, 17.9], p<0.0001), (B) Domain 2: Motor Complications (HR 3.63 [1.70, 7.74],
p=0.0009), (C) Domain 3: Cognition (HR 3.96 [2.01, 7.79], p<0.0001), (D) Domain 4:
Autonomic Dysfunction (HR 5.79 [2.78, 12.08], p<0.0001), (E) Domain 6: Activities of Daily
Living (HR 11.03 [4.48, 27.14], p<0.0001). Domain 5: Functional dependence is not shown
sinceit isdefined by S& E <80% which isdisplayed in Figure 2.
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Table 1. Baseline Demographic and Clinical Characteristics

NSD Stage at Baseline

SAA + Stage 2b Stage 3 Stage 4 p-
(N = 344) (N=79) (N = 230) (N =35) Valuea
Age (years), Median (Min, Max) 62.4 (33.7, 61.1 (37.0,77.5) 62.7 (33.7, 63.4 (39.2, 0.424
84.9) 84.9) 77.3)
Sex, Female, n (%) 119 (35%) 28 (35%) 76 (33%) 15 (43%) 0.515
Education Category, <12 Years, n (%) 21 (6%) 5 (6%) 15 (7%) 1 (3%) 0.880
Race, White, n (%) 317 (92%) 73 (92%) 210 (92%) 34 (97%) 0.527
Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity, n (%) 7 (2%) 1 (1%) 6 (3%) 0 0.851
Time from Diagnosis to Baseline (years), Median 0.3 (0.0, 3.0) 0.4 (0.1, 2.2) 0.3 (0.0, 3.0) 0.6 (0.1, 2.5) 0.008
(Min, Max)
UPSIT Percentile, Median (Min, Max) 5.5 (1.0, 96.5) 7.0 (1.0, 78.5) 5.3(1.0,91.5) 5.0 (1.0, 96.5) 0.613
UPSIT Percentile < 15, n (%) 275 (80%) 66 (84%) 182 (79%) 27 (77%) 0.636
MDS-UPDRS Part I, Median (Min, Max) 5.0(0.0,23.0) 2.0(0.0,10.0) 5.0(0.0,13.0) 13.0(4.0,23.0) <0.001
MDS-UPDRS Part Il, Median (Min, Max) 5.0 (0.0, 22.0) 2.0 (0.0, 2.0) 6.0 (1.0,13.0) 14.0(3.0,22.0) <0.001
MDS-UPDRS Part Il (OFF), Median (Min, Max) 20.0 (4.0,51.0) 14.0(4.0,40.0) 21.0(6.0,51.0) 26.0 (13.0, <0.001
42.0)
MDS-UPDRS Total Score (OFF), Median (Min, Max) ~ 31.0 (7.0, 72.0)  19.0 (7.0, 44.0) 32.0 (12.0, 53.0 (34.0, <0.001
68.0) 72.0)
Hoehn and Yahr, n (%) <0.001
1 153 (44%) 55 (70%) 90 (39%) 8 (23%)
2 191 (56%) 24 (30%) 140 (61%) 27 (77%)
On Antidepressant Medication, n (%) 59 (17%) 5 (6%) 40 (17%) 14 (40%) <0.001
On Antipsychotic Medication, n (%) 0 0 0 0 -
On Cognitive Enhancer Medication, n (%) 1 (<1%) 0 1 (<1%) 0 -
MOCA Total Score, Median (Min, Max) 28.0 (17.0,  28.0(21.0,30.0)  27.0 (17.0, 28.0 (17.0, 0.041
30.0) 30.0) 30.0)
Cognitive Categorizationb, n (%) 1.000
Normal Cognition 70 (91%) 17 (94%) 45 (90%) 8 (89%)
Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI) 7 (9%) 1 (6%) 5 (10%) 1(11%)
RBD Screening Questionnaire Score, Median (Min, 3.0 (0.0, 12.0) 3.0 (0.0, 10.0) 3.5(0.0,12.0) 7.0(2.0,12.0) <0.001
Max)
RBD Screening Questionnaire > 5, n (%) 85 (25%) 9 (12%) 55 (24%) 21 (60%) <0.001
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GDS, Median (Min, Max) 2.0(0.0,14.0) 1.0(0.0,14.0) 2.0(0.0,11.0) 3.0(0.0,12.0) <0.001

SCOPA-AUT, Median (Min, Max) 8.0(0.0,39.0) 6.0(0.0,16.0) 9.0(0.0,39.0) 14.0(4.0,350) <0.001

Modified Schwab & England, Median (Min, Max) 90.0 (70.0, 100.0 (85.0, 90.0 (70.0, 90.0 (80.0, <0.001
100.0) 100.0) 100.0) 100.0)

GDS=Geriatric Depression Scale, MDS-UPDRS=Movement Disorder Society-Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale, MOCA=
Montreal Cognitive Assessment, NSD=Neuronal Synuclein Disease, RBD = REM Sleep Behavior Disorder, SCOPA-AUT=Scales for
Outcomes in Parkinson’s disease- Autonomic, UPSIT=University of Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test,

Missing data: Race n=1; Cognitive Categorization n=267 (consistent data collection on this variable began after 2020); RBD
Screening Questionnaire n=3; SCOPA-AUT n=5.

aComparisons across NSD stage at baseline used Chi-Square or Fisher’s Exact tests for categorical variables and Kruskal-Wallis
tests for continuous variables.

bNo participants were categorized as Parkinson’s Disease Dementia at baseline.
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Table 2. Baseline Biological Characteristics

NSD Stage at Baseline

SAA + Stage 2b Stage 3 Stage 4
(N =344) (N=79) (N =230) (N =35) p-Valuea
DAT binding Imaging Measures
Age/Sex-Expected Lowest Putamen 0.31 (0.06, 0.73) 0.35(0.18,0.72) 0.30 (0.06, 0.73) 0.28 (0.10, 0.71) 0.003
SBR, Median (Min, Max)
Mean Striatum Binding, Median (Min, 1.36 (0.31, 2.59) 1.52 (0.84, 2.59) 1.33(0.31, 2.52) 1.30 (0.71, 2.36) <0.001
Max)
Fluid Biomarkers
Serum NfL pg/mL, Median (Min, Max) 11.4 (2.5, 76.6) 11.5 (2.5, 46.6) 11.3 (2.8, 32.5) 13.5 (4.1, 76.6) 0.639
Urate mg/dL, Median (Min, Max) 315.0 (167.0, 315.0 (172.0, 315.0 (167.0, 274.0 (202.0, 0.237
541.0) 512.0) 541.0) 488.0)
CSF A-beta 1-42 pg/mL, Median (Min, 803.8 (249.0, 831.6 (346.6, 802.3 (249.0, 669.4 (362.4, 0.303
Max) 1467) 1467) 1419) 1461)
CSF t-tau pg/mL, Median (Min, Max) 157.3 (80.9, 154.3 (87.7, 157.3 (80.9, 175.0 (85.0, 0.615
467.0) 290.1) 467.0) 302.9)
CSF p-tau pg/mL, Median (Min, Max) 13.4 (8.0, 40.1) 12.9 (8.0, 26.8) 13.5 (8.0, 40.1) 15.4 (8.2, 28.7) 0.202
CSF t-tau/A-beta 1-42 ratio, Median 0.18 (0.10, 0.72) 0.18 (0.11, 0.39) 0.18 (0.10, 0.69) 0.19 (0.13,0.72) 0.276
(Min, Max)
CSF p-tau/A-beta 1-42 ratio, Median 0.02 (0.01, 0.07) 0.02 (0.01, 0.04) 0.02 (0.01, 0.07) 0.02 (0.01, 0.07) 0.422
(Min, Max)
CSF A-beta 1-42 £ 683 pg/mL (A+), n 108 (32%) 23 (30%) 69 (31%) 16 (47%) 0.141
(%)
CSF p-tau 2 13 pg/mL (T+), n (%) 166 (49%) 35 (45%) 112 (49%) 19 (54%) 0.678
Serum NfL 2 19.05 pg/mL (N+), n (%) 44 (14%) 10 (14%) 25 (12%) 9 (30%) 0.027
Genetic Risk Score, Median (Min, Max) -0.0094 (-0.0193, - -0.0097 (-0.0193,- -0.0093 (-0.0187,- -0.0092 (-0.0180, - 0.869

0.0011)

0.0022)

0.0011)

0.0034)

A-beta 1-42= Amyloid-beta 1-42, DAT= Dopamine transporter, NfL=Neurofilament light chain, NSD= Neuronal Synuclein Disease,
p-tau= Tau phosphorylated at threonine 181 position, SBR=Striatal binding ratio, t-tau=total tau,
aComparisons across NSD stage at baseline used Chi-Square or Fisher’s Exact tests for categorical variables and Kruskal-Wallis

tests for continuous variables.

Missing: Serum NfL n=32; Urate n=3; CSF A-beta 1-42 n=35; CSF t-tau n=17; CSF p-tau n=37; CSF t-tau/A-beta 1-42 ratio n=47; CSF
p-tau/A-beta 1-42 ratio n=68; CSF A-beta 1-42 < 683 n=7; CSF p-tau = 13 n=4; Serum NfL = 19.05 n=32; Genetic Risk Score n=6.
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Table 3. Longitudinal Clinical Characteristics

Baseline Year1l Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 7 Year 9 Year 11

(N= (N=321) (N=311) (N=303) (N=290) (N=267) (N=210) (N=136) (N=

344) 153)
MDS-UPDRS Part |, Mean 55(3.9) 6.7(4.4) 76((.00 83(.2) 92(.9 95(6.3) 104 10.6 11.0
(SD) (5.8) (6.0) (6.8)
MDS-UPDRS Part I, 5.8(4.2) 74((4.7) 7.8(5.00 88(5.5 95(6.3) 10.0 12.3 12.4 14.5
Mean (SD) (6.6) (7.2) (6.9) (7.8)
MDS-UPDRS Part 11l (ON), 209 234 23.0 23.8 23.8 245 245 24.3 28.4
Mean (SD) (8.9) (10.6) (11.2) (11.9) (12.4) (12.7) (12.3) (12.7) (14.3)

Missing 0 16 18 22 18 12 5 28 29

On PD Medication, n 0 195 261 280 272 256 206 128 147

(%) (61%) (84%) (92%) (94%) (96%) (98%) (94%) (96%)

LEDD, Mean (SD) - 279.92 376.37 456.77 536.20 634.99 783.98 905.13 967.53

(206.33) (274.75) (298.52) (308.53) (316.23) (445.13) (464.80) (501.93)
MDS-UPDRS Part IV, - 04(1.2 06(16) 08(17) 16(26) 2229 3232 4037 45(4.0
Mean (SD)

Missing - 142 58 26 16 13 6 2 11
MDS-UPDRS Total Score 323 373 38.2 40.6 42.3 44.0 47.3 46.6 52.7
(ON), Mean (SD) (13.3) (14.9) (15.6) (17.8) (19.5) (20.5) (20.3) (19.2) (23.0)

Missing 0 17 19 22 20 12 5 28 32
Cognitive

Categorization, n (%)

Normal Cognition 70 (91%) 190 259 240 221 210 145 83 (73%) 77 (59%)
(86%) (85%) (79%) (78%) (80%) (70%)
Mild Cognitive 7(9%) 30 (14%) 43 (14%) 58 (19%) 57 (20%) 44 (17%) 51 (25%) 27 (24%) 47 (36%)
Impairment (MCI)
Dementia 0 2 (1%) 3 (1%) 4 (1%) 6 (2%) 10 (4%) 10 (5%) 3 (3%) 6 (5%)
Missing 2672 99 6 1 6 3 4 23 23
MOCA Total Score, 27.1 26.3 26.2 26.5 26.5 26.5 26.5 27.0 26.5
Mean (SD) 2.4) (29 3.2) (3.0) (3.4) (3.5) (3.8) (3.1) (3.5)
Missing 0 3 1 1 5 2 3 21 22
SCOPA-AUT, Mean (SD) 9.5(6.2) 11.0 115 12.4 12.9 13.7 15.3 13.9 16.0
(6.4) (6.5) (7.0) (7.3) (81) (7.4) (6.8) (7.5)
RBD Screening 4127 41(28) 4.6(3.0) 46(9) 4932 4932 5634 53(3.5 5.6(3.5)
Questionnaire Score,
Mean (SD)
Modified Schwab & 93.2 90.3 88.7 87.7 86.0 84.9 83.1 81.3 78.5
England, Mean (SD) 6.0) (6.7) 7.7 (7.9) (10.2) (11.1) (10.3) (13.6) (16.0)

LEDD= Levodopa Equivalent Daily Dose, MDS-UPDRS=Movement Disorder Society-Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating
Scale, MOCA= Montreal Cognitive Assessment, NSD=Neuronal Synuclein Disease, PD=Parkinson’s Disease, RBD = REM
Sleep Behavior Disorder, SCOPA-AUT=Scales for Outcomes in Parkinson’s disease- Autonomic,UPSIT=University of
Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test,
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aConsistent data collection on this variable began after 2020.
Variables with missing values greater than 10% of the total population at all annual visits are excluded from the table.
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Table 4. Longitudinal Imaging and Fluid Biomarker Characteristics

Baseline Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
(N=344) (N=321) (N=311) (N=303) (N=290) (N =267)
DAT binding Imaging Measures2
Age/Sex-Expected Lowest Putamen SBR,  0.33 (0.11)  0.29 (0.10)  0.27 (0.10) NA 0.24 (0.09) NA
Mean (SD)
Mean Striatum Binding, Mean (SD) 1.41(0.37) 1.24(0.34) 1.16 (0.36) NA 1.03 (0.33) NA
Mean Caudate Binding, Mean (SD) 2.00 (0.53) 1.80(0.50) 1.68(0.53) NA 1.51 (0.51) NA
Mean Putamen Binding, Mean (SD) 0.81(0.26) 0.69 (0.22) 0.64 (0.23) NA 0.55 (0.19) NA
Missing DAT 0 16 19 NA 42 NA
Fluid Biomarkers
Serum NfL pg/mL, Mean (SD) 13.0(7.3) 14.2(10.9) 15.0(10.1) 16.1(9.9) - 18.5 (14.1)
Missing 32 60 43 23 - 7
Urate mg/dL, Mean (SD) 317.0 (80.1) 310.1 309.2 313.6 309.8 312.1
(74.9) (75.2) (76.6) (76.3) (79.9)
CSF A-beta 1-42 pg/mL, Mean (SD) 826.5 793.5 808.0 805.3 784.5 777.9
(290.5) (284.1) (289.8) (278.0) (272.4) (286.1)
Missing 35 7 79 95 117 119
CSF t-tau pg/mL, Mean (SD) 169.7 (58.3) 165.6 168.6 169.5 170.6 162.0
(59.2) (64.1) (60.0) (67.7) (61.1)
Missing 17 58 61 7 102 113
CSF p-tau pg/mL, Mean (SD) 14.9 (5.4) 14.8(52) 149(58) 148(54) 145(6.1) 14.0(5.4)
Missing 37 87 85 93 112 119
CSF t-tau/A-beta 1-42 ratio, Mean (SD) 0.21 (0.09) 0.21(0.10) 0.22(0.11) 0.21(0.10) 0.23(0.14) 0.22 (0.13)
Missing 47 83 82 100 120 124
CSF p-tau/A-beta 1-42 ratio, Mean (SD) 0.02 (0.01) 0.02(0.01) 0.02(0.01) 0.02(0.01) 0.02(0.01) 0.02 (0.01)
Missing 68 112 106 116 130 130
CSF A-beta 1-42 £ 683 pg/mL (A+), n (%) 108 (32%) 95 (35%) 89 (35%) 73 (32%) 65 (34%) 68 (43%)
Missing 7 53 60 76 99 108
CSF p-tau 2 13 pg/mL (T+), n (%) 166 (49%) 123 (46%) 118 (47%) 110 (48%) 84 (44%) 66 (42%)
Missing 4 52 59 72 99 108
Serum NfL > 19.05 pg/mL (N+), n (%) 44 (14%) 44 (17%) 59 (22%) 72 (26%) - 82 (32%)
Missing 32 60 43 23 - 7

A-beta 1-42= Amyloid-beta 1-42, DAT= Dopamine transporter, NfL=Neurofilament light chain, NSD= Neuronal Synuclein
Disease, p-tau= Tau phosphorylated at threonine 181 position, SBR=Striatal binding ratio, t-tau=total tau,
Variables with missing values less than 10% of the total population at all annual visits are excluded from the table.

a DAT obtained years 1, 2 and 4 only.
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