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Figure S1 Scatter plot and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient for PET parameter values (SUV,,,,

SUVH!E’M]’ MTV TL G)

between three ROI delineation methods (PET Edge, MTV2.5, MTV40%) at week 0 (A) and change at week 3 (B).

© Quantitative Imaging in Medicine and Surgery. All rights reserved.

https://dx.doi.org/10.21037/qims-22-798



(A) Week O, percentage (%) difference
PET Edge vs. MITV2.5 | PET Edge vs. MTV40% MTV2.5 vs. MITVA0%
SUVmax

100% - g
g . g
g ¢
g 0% E é 50%
E 0% Mean bas 0% Mean bias 0% L —or - o Mean bias 0%
¢ i ;
8 o 5 g %
£ i H
100% . et
16 L 1000 n0 anm Anon i 0% 20 L 2000 3000 annn
Awverage SUVmax of PET Edge and MTV2.6 method Average SUVmax of PET Edge and MTV40% method Average SUVmax of MTV2.5 and MTV40% method
S U V mean
0% £V (%)
0% 0% U
®
so% 8y ol

Mzan bias 27.7%

5
L[]
Percertage difference (%)

Percenkags difference (%)

Percertage differance (%)
3 F
a

200 @ woa a0 ) 1700 ’ 250 500 750 00 1251 1500

Average SUVmean of PET Edge and MTVZ2.5 method Avarage SUVmean of PET Edga and MTV40% mathod Average 3UVmean of MTV2.5 and MTV40% method

a00 a0 200 o 1200 1o

MTV

“50% 15
F 100N 5 00K o = ®
§ . § L o % Miean bias 71.6%
5 L
B oo B oo 0o %p ®¢ ©® ° £ °
g & @ L]
1] £ e Mzan kiss 2.2%
on & H =
B . g o £
e 8 ® = t
8 on g ) Mean bias -68. 3% 8 g
2 o ]
& -4
‘0% 0%
s e
o T S0 e wn T i ann Bl man o 000 o Py
Average MTY of PET Edge and MTVZ2.5 mathod Average MTV of PET Edge and MTV40% method Average MTV of MTVZ.5 and MTV40% method
150 160% 150%
s = 100 ===
g z
§ . 4 % & °q Mean bias 44.6%
P . i - e .
° 0
§ % % o
g e ® %o 8 5
- Mean bias_42.9% £
8 o U
i 13
& £
il 2 a0 i > c=y k: -100%
L]
e 00 20000 [k a0 200 50010 T 1o 20000 000 00 50000 T 1001 200 ) 20000 50000
Average TLG of PET Edge and MTV2.5 method Avuiage TLG of PET Edge and MTV40% method Average TLG of MTV2.5 and MTV40% method

{B) Proportional change in values at week 3
PET Edge vs. MTV2.5 PET Edge vs. MTV40% MTV2.5 vs. MTV40%
ASUV may

150R6| 50% 152%
1 20| % 102%
g s 519, g W
g
] __ Mean bias -0.1% Mean bias -0.2% Mean blas -0.2%
[ -9 a9 . s & o - 2% O
8
<306 s s
12| 100 -102%
e 7 s = n %5 Ry 5 r = ™ 3 e T = 5 = o 2
Averags ASUYmax vl PET Edge and MTV2.5 methed Average ASUVmax of PET Edge and MTV40% method Avarage ASUVmax of MTV2.5 and MTV40% method
ASUVmean
150% 150% 50%
100%: 100% 008
8 g Mean bias 13.5%
5 5
£ 0% £
100% 0% 0%
&0 -4 F) 0 2 I BOK: ™ %= B3 o s 50 e =T 50 = o =
Averays 28Uinsan of PET Edge and MTV2.8 mothod Average ASUVmean of PET Edge and MTV40% method Averags ABUVmean of MTVZ.5 and MTV40% method
150% = o
a0 1035
@ S Leeeeneeee S S0
E . g ° $ e '
s - 10,29 g ® e £
g WMesn bias -10.3% £ o P 3 ] & - &
8 ¢ ofu’e ° e ® @ Mean bias -43.4%
- et -4 oy Mean bias -50.8% o
5 & 5 s
LR
Q8 B
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 100% ° .
A00% i ®
150% - - s e
150% o1 5 ) @ 100 150 190 B a0 50 100 o.m [ Ed 100 &1
Average AMTV of PET Edge and MTV2.5 method Average AMTV of PET Edge and MTVA0% method Average AMTY of MTV2.5 and MTV40% method
s, = 5o
008 | 100¢
°
g g i o0
E Wean bias -13.6% § . g i - Mean bias - 5.1%
S Mean bias -28.7% 3
® ¥ e
0w 0% o e,
-
-109% o °
»
T G @ ) 0] E T 5 0 b [} S T B n n amn iG]
Average ATLG of PET Edge and MTV2.6 mothod Average ATLG of PET Edge and MTV40% method Average ATLG of MTV2.5 and MTV40% mothod

Figure S2 Bland Altman plots of difference in PET parameter values (SUV,,,,, SUV, ..., MTV, TLG) between ROI delineation methods
(PET Edge vs. MTV2.5; PET Edge vs. MTV40%; MTV2.5 vs. MTV40%) at week 0 (A) and change at week 3 (B).
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