Towards harmonizing subtyping methods for neuroimaging studies in

Alzheimer’s disease

Rosaleena Mohanty”, Gustav Martensson®, Konstantinos Poulakis, J-Sebastian Muehlboeck,

Elena Rodriguez Vieitez, Konstantinos Chiotis, Michel J. Grothe, Agneta Nordberg,

Daniel Ferreira® and Eric Westman®

“Shared first authors; *Shared senior authors

Supplementary Material

Table S1. Subtyping methods: original vs. implemented algorithms

Method

Original Algorithm

Implemented
Algorithm

Murray et al. (1)

Covariate adjustments: none
Measure: postmortem NFT count

ROIs: hippocampus (CAl and subiculum), middle frontal
cortex, inferior parietal cortex, superior temporal cortex in both
cerebral hemispheres

Method:

1. Initial classification: The ratio of the hippocampal to cortical
NFT counts was split at the 25th and 75th percentiles of the
sample distribution. Individuals with the ratio<25% were
assigned to be hippocampal-sparing AD, while those with
ratio>75% were assigned to limbic-predominant AD.

2. Re-classification: Hippocampal and cortical NFT counts were
considered separately and compared to the overall median value
of each. Individuals initially classified as hippocampal-sparing
AD remained as such only if hippocampal BFT count>median
hippocampal NFT count and cortical NFT count<median
cortical NFT count. Individuals initially classified as limbic-
predominant AD remained as such only if hippocampal NFT
count<median hippocampal NFT count and cortical NFT
count>median cortical NFT count. Remainder of the individuals
were classified as typical AD.

Subtypes: typical, limbic-predominant and hippocampal-sparing
AD

Not implemented in this
study but described for
interpretation of the
imaging subtyping
methods listed below

Charil et al. (2)

Covariate adjustments: none

Measure: SUVR (tau PET)

Same as the original
algorithm except ROIs
were chosen from the




ROIs: anterior-most position (head) of hippocampus, superior
temporal gyrus, lateral parietal lobe (angular gyrus), lateral
frontal lobe (mid-frontal gyrus) in both cerebral hemispheres
(same regions as in Murray et al.)

Method:

1. Initial classification: The ratio of the hippocampal to cortical
SUVR values was split at the 25th and 75th percentiles of the
sample distribution. Individuals with the ratio<25% were
assigned to be hippocampal-sparing AD, while those with
ratio>75% were assigned to limbic-predominant AD.

2. Re-classification: Hippocampal and cortical SUVR were
considered separately and compared to the overall median value
of each. Individuals initially classified as hippocampal-sparing
AD remained as such only if hippocampal SUVR>median
hippocampal SUVR and cortical SUVR<median cortical SUVR.
Individuals initially classified as limbic-predominant AD
remained as such only if hippocampal SUVR<median
hippocampal SUVR and cortical SUVR>median cortical SUVR.
Remainder of the individuals were classified as typical AD.

Subtypes: typical, limbic-predominant and hippocampal-sparing

standard atlas (3) and
SUVR values were
partial volume
corrected. We applied
the algorithm on all
available amyloid-
positive prodromal AD
and AD  dementia
individuals, while
Charil et al., applied the
algorithm on amyloid-
positive individuals at
Braak stage V or VI.

Risacher et al. (4)

Covariate adjustments: intracranial volume, scanner field

strength, age, sex
Measure: cortical/subcortical volumes (SMRI)

ROIs: hippocampus, lateral frontal (caudal and rostral
midfrontal, pars opercularis, pars triangularis), superior
temporal, and lateral parietal (inferior parietal, superior parietal,
supramarginal) in both cerebral hemispheres

Method:

1. Initial classification: The ratio of the hippocampal to cortical
volumes was split at the 25th and 75th percentiles of the sample
distribution. Individuals with the ratio<25% were assigned to be
limbic-predominant AD, while those with ratio>75% were
assigned to hippocampal-sparing AD.

2. Re-classification: Hippocampal and cortical volumes were
considered separately and compared to the overall median value
of each. Individuals initially classified as hippocampal-sparing
AD remained as such only if hippocampal volume>median
hippocampal volume and cortical volume<median cortical
volume. Individuals initially classified as limbic-predominant
AD remained as such only if hippocampal volume<median
hippocampal volume and cortical volume>median cortical
volume. Remainder of the individuals were classified as typical
AD.

Subtypes: typical, limbic-predominant and hippocampal-sparing

Same as the original
algorithm except
volume measures were
adjusted for intracranial
volume and age only,
since all patients are
from scanners with the
same field strength in
our study

Byun et al. (5)

Covariate Adjustment: intracranial volume
Measure: cortical/subcortical volumes (SMRI)

ROIs: hippocampus, middle frontal, superior temporal, inferior
parietal in both cerebral hemispheres (same regions as in

Same as in the original
algorithm except
volume measures were
adjusted for intracranial
volume and age using
multiple linear




Murray et al.)
Method:

1. Normative data: A normative dataset was constructed from
the normalized volume measures of healthy individuals,
stratified by age and sex.

2. Abnormality ldentification: Z-scores of hippocampal (Zn),
frontal (Zf), temporal (Zr) and parietal (Zp) volumes of
individuals were calculated based on the normative data. The
cut-off value of Z-score<-1.0 determined the presence of
prominent atrophy in each ROI.

3. Classification: If Zy<-1 and at least one of the three Z-scores
(Zr, Zr, Zp)<-1, then individuals were classified as both
abnormal (typical AD). If Zy<-1 and all three Z-scores (Z¢, Zr,
Zp)>-1, then individuals were classified as hippocampal atrophy
only (limbic-predominant AD). If Zy>-1 and at least one of the
three Z-scores (Zr, Zr1, Zp)<-1, then individuals were classified
as cortical atrophy only (hippocampal-sparing AD). If Z>-1
and all three Z-scores (Zr, Z1, Zp)>-1, then individuals were
classified as both spared (minimal atrophy AD).

Subtypes: typical, limbic-predominant, hippocampal-sparing,
and minimal atrophy AD

regression instead of
using a normative
dataset. As part of our
systematic analysis of
methodological
variations, we also
investigated the effect
of  correcting for
intracranial volume
only, thus aligning with
the original correction
by Byun et al. We based
our correction on a
normative group  of
amyloid-negative
healthy controls, while
Byun et al. did not
perform any
stratification based on
amyloid status. Also,
we applied subtyping
on amyloid-positive AD
patients, while Byun et
al. did not perform any
stratification based on
amyloid status

Ferreira et al. (6)

Covariate Adjustment: none
Measure: visual ratings (SMRI)

ROIls: hippocampus, parahippocampal gyrus, entorhinal cortex,
surrounding cerebrospinal fluid spaces (for medial temporal
atrophy; MTA); posterior cingulate sulcus, precuneus,
parieto-occipital sulcus, parietal cortex (anatomical boundaries
for posterior atrophy; PA); central sulcus, the frontal bone,
fissure of Sylvius (anatomical boundaries for global cortical
atrophy — frontal subscale; GCA-F)

Method:

1. Abnormality ldentification: For MTA, the cut-off of >1.5,
>1.5, >2, >2.5 determined abnormality for the respective age
groups 45-64, 65-74, 75-84, and 85-94 years. For PA and
GCA-F, >1 determined abnormality irrespective of the age

group.

2. Classification: If MTA together with PA and/or GCA-F were
abnormal, the individual was classified as typical AD. If MTA
was abnormal with PA and GCA-F being normal, the individual
was classified as limbic-predominant AD. If MTA was normal
but PA and/or GCA-F are abnormal, the individual was
classified as hippocampal-sparing AD. If all of MTA, PA and
GCA-F were normal, the individual was classified as minimal
atrophy AD.

Subtypes: typical, limbic-predominant, hippocampal-sparing,
minimal atrophy AD

Same as in the original
algorithm. For the sSMRI
cohort, the  visual
ratings were provided
by a expert
neuroradiologist,

whereas for the sMRI-
tauPET  cohort, the
visual ratings  were
automatically generated
with AVRA (7). We
applied subtyping on
amyloid-positive ~ AD
patients, while Ferreira
et al. did not perform
any stratification based
on amyloid status

Poulakis et al. (8)

Covariate Adjustment: intracranial volume

Measure: cortical/subcortical volumes (SMRI)

Same as in the original
algorithm. For better
comparability ~ across
subtyping methods, we




ROls: 148 cortical and 7 subcortical ROls
Method:

1. Clustering: Random forest algorithm was applied to all
volume measures to extract a similarity matrix. A lower
dimensional representation was obtained using
multidimensional scaling. Then, an agglomerative hierarchical
clustering algorithm with average linkage was applied.

2. Classification: Five clusters were identified based on the
average Hopkins statistic.

Subtypes: Diffusel(=typical AD), diffuse2 (=typical AD),
limbic-predominant, hippocampal-sparing, and minimal atrophy
AD

combined the two
typical AD subtypes
(diffuse 1 and 2) into a
single  subtype  of
typical AD. We applied
subtyping on amyloid-
positive AD patients,
while Poulakis et al. did
not perform any
stratification based on
amyloid status

Key: PET=positron emission tomography; sMRI=structural magnetic resonance imaging; ROls=regions of
interest; NFT= neurofibrillary tangle; CAl=cornu Ammonis subfield of hippocampus; SUVR=standardized
uptake value ratio; AD=Alzheimer’s disease.



Figure S1. Individual-level agreement for (a) sMRI cohort and (b) sSMRI-tauPET cohort with ADNI RIDs
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Key: PET=positron emission tomography; sMRI=structural magnetic resonance imaging; ADNI= Alzheimer’s
Disease Neuroimaging Initiative; RID=roster identifier for individuals; AD=Alzheimer’s disease; LP=limbic-
predominant; HS=hippocampal-sparing.
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