In-vivo quantification of myocardial amyloid deposits in patients with suspected Transthyretin-related
Amyoidosis

SUPPLEMENTAL

Figure S1: Comparison of SUVpeak values for Perugini grades 0 and 1 vs 2 and 3.
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Figure S1: SUVpeak (a), nNSUVpeak (b) and wSUVpeak (c) were significantly increased in patients with
Perugini grades 2 and 3 compared to patients with Perugini grades 1 and 0 (*p<0.0001 and **p<0.0001,

respectively).



Figure S2: Correlation between SUVpeak and nSUVpeak values with Perugini scores.
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Figure S2: The correlation of SUVpeak, nSUVpeak and wSUVpeak with Perugini grades. All three
parametes show a good correlation with Perugini grades (r=0.56; p=0.0009; r=0.62; p=0.0001; r=0.62;
p=0.0001; respectively).
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Figure S3: Correlation between ECV values and Perugini scores.
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Figure S3: Correlation between ECV values and Perugini scores. ECV shows a good correlation with

Perugini scores (r=0.76; p=0.0009).



Figure S4: Correlation of H/CL and H/WB with Perugini grades, SUVpeak, nSUV peak, wSUVpeak
and ECV.

.
. o1 .
* L4
’ : ] . 1
1Y 2 N . .-
° . f i
; 2 ’ L] & 008 f
-
5 Y § geu - ’
10 ] H v
00
os i1 |
.
o °
0 3 2 3 ‘ 0 H 2 ’ 4
Pervgini grade Pervgn prade
¢ d) a2
c)
. ® o1 2> o
3 . 2 . -
¢ 2 % ® % .
) (] o vy
] b4 - : . g .« ¢ o
2 *o. O . [ Gl B
L
. - -
gn . e e ° 0o .
1 ':’ .
s
os o »
‘.‘
° °
° s » ) » » ° s ° ” » s
SUvVpeak Svpeak
s on
e) 38 . f) ox2
. s
L] 0. 2 u Py hd
. - d
$ = 9. o °
3 . . . fea cee - .
2 A N 3 " . b P .
[} - -
gl) » o'. * - L g T .
3 oo -~
L 2 H .
[
os 8
° °
° 1 N N A s . ° : 2 ’ ‘. s .
ASUVDeak ASUVpest
) < h) oM
g 38 . 012
- o
’ . ~ t Y e .
. = .
28 . . . \
. ol - - =) .
g ., . * . < . ot v
0o .
.
15 L% *—s® . é b . .,
[ .
1 o7 3 .
08 0 ey
'.
°
° s » 1 » ) » » ° s » ) » » » »
wHVPeak wiVpeak
. 3 j) o1
I) 2 . oo .
o 008 e, .
s 2om Lot .
.
2 o o8 $ . s“’ )
g - + . €008 ~
15 . . Py 3 o0
: . 3 00 e
i o
oo 3
o °
° 0 ¥ N © R O 0 B o 0 0 » ® B © N B ®
wviN w

Figure S3: The correlation of semiquantitative H/CL and H/WB with multiple parameters. Both H/CL
and H/WB show a good correlation with Perugini grade (r=0.63; p<0.0001 and r=0.74; p<0.0001, a and
b), with SUVpeak (r=0.83; p<0.0001 and r=0.84; p<0.0001, c and d), with nSUVpeak (r=0.75; p<0.0001 and



r=0.85; p<0.0001, e and f) and with wSUVpeak (r=0.54; p=0.0013 and r=0.72; p<0.0001, g and h). As shown
in i and j there was no correlation of H/CL and H/WB with ECV ((r=0.005; p=0.99 and r=0.31; p=0.26).






