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Abstract.
Background: Identifying a meaningful progression metric for Parkinson’s disease (PD) that reflects heterogeneity remains
a challenge.
Objective: To assess the frequency and baseline predictors of progression to clinically relevant motor and non-motor PD
milestones.
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Methods: Using data from the Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI) de novo PD cohort, we monitored 25 mile-
stones across six domains (“walking and balance”; “motor complications”; “cognition”; “autonomic dysfunction”; “functional
dependence”; “activities of daily living”). Milestones were intended to be severe enough to reflect meaningful disability. We
assessed the proportion of participants reaching any milestone; evaluated which occurred most frequently; and conducted a
time-to-first-event analysis exploring whether baseline characteristics were associated with progression.
Results: Half of participants reached at least one milestone within five years. Milestones within the cognitive, functional
dependence, and autonomic dysfunction domains were reached most often. Among participants who reached a milestone
at an annual follow-up visit and remained active in the study, 82% continued to meet criteria for any milestone at one or
more subsequent annual visits and 55% did so at the next annual visit. In multivariable analysis, baseline features predicting
faster time to reaching a milestone included age (p < 0.0001), greater MDS-UPDRS total scores (p < 0.0001), higher GDS-15
depression scores (p = 0.0341), lower dopamine transporter binding (p = 0.0043), and lower CSF total �-synuclein levels
(p = 0.0030). Symptomatic treatment was not significantly associated with reaching a milestone (p = 0.1639).
Conclusion: Clinically relevant milestones occur frequently, even in early PD. Milestones were significantly associated
with baseline clinical and biological markers, but not with symptomatic treatment. Further studies are necessary to validate
these results, further assess the stability of milestones, and explore translating them into an outcome measure suitable for
observational and therapeutic studies.

Keywords: Parkinson’s disease, disease progression, outcome measures, clinical trials as topic

INTRODUCTION

The progressive course and diverse motor and non-
motor features of Parkinson’s disease (PD) have been
recognized since the earliest descriptions of the dis-
order [1]. Although PD is classically defined based
on cardinal motor features, cognitive decline and a
spectrum of other non-motor features may emerge
and progress along the disease course and result in
substantial disability [2–6]. Identifying a clinically
meaningful progression metric for testing novel ther-
apeutics that reflects this heterogeneity has proven
to be a challenge. Several different ways of defining
progression have been implemented as outcomes in
trials based on motor, cognitive, or biomarker out-
comes [1, 7, 8]. However, none have been entirely
satisfactory for either confirming or rejecting putative
disease-modifying effects because they fail to capture
the protean features that progressive PD can pro-
duce. Defining progression has also proven difficult
for observational and biomarker verification studies
utilizing Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative
(PPMI) data and specimens, with challenges includ-
ing differences in ON vs. OFF state data completeness
patterns among sporadic vs. genetic PD cohorts [9]
and evidence that PD participants who dropped out
early had lower cognitive performance at their last
completed visit [10]. Thus, a challenge for future PD
research is to develop reliable and valid endpoints
that can account for progression across the spectrum
of clinical features and are versatile in the context of
incomplete data.

Change in the Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating
Scale (UPDRS) [11] and Movement Disorder Soci-
ety UPDRS (MDS-UPDRS) [12] have been the most
common metrics for quantifying disease progression
[13, 14]. While the MDS-UPDRS has been useful for
testing symptomatic drugs, several limitations have
been recognized. First, only Part II measures func-
tional outcomes and is thus intrinsically clinically
meaningful. Second, the MDS-UPDRS, especially
the motor examination (Part III), is highly sensi-
tive to the impact of symptomatic treatment [15]. As
a result, disease-modifying therapies have typically
been tested during the brief period between diagnosis
and the initiation of symptomatic treatment and only
progression of motor disability may be assessed. In
this paradigm, only a small fraction of PD patients is
eligible to participate in disease-modifying trials, and
participants must often trade-off between the need for
symptomatic treatment and trial participation.

An alternative approach is to record the emer-
gence of clinically relevant outcomes. This approach
is accepted in other fields of medicine. For
example, in therapies for vascular disease, com-
posite outcomes combining mortality with nonfatal
events—including myocardial infarction, stroke, and
revascularization—are widely used and considered
to be a measure of clinically meaningful impacts
of the disease [16]. We sought to identify a simi-
lar approach to measuring progression in PD patients
as they move from diagnosis into the middle stages
of disease when disability becomes more apparent.
We utilized PPMI data to define and measure a
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composite endpoint comprised of 25 “progression
milestones” spanning six domains. These compo-
nents were selected based on expert consensus to
reflect meaningful PD disability such that meeting a
milestone would represent unequivocal disease pro-
gression. Primary analyses assessed the frequency of
reaching any milestone within a five-year follow-up
period after enrollment and explored whether base-
line factors—including demographic characteristics,
clinical features of PD, and cerebrospinal fluid (CSF)
and imaging biomarkers—were associated with time
to progression. In addition, sample size estimates
were calculated to evaluate proof-of-concept and pro-
vide a benchmark for future efforts to refine this
framework for possible use in therapeutic trials.

METHODS

Study sample

PPMI is a multicenter, international, prospec-
tive cohort study. Study aims and methodology
have been published elsewhere [17]. Study protocol
and manuals are available at https://www.ppmi-
info.org/study-design. PPMI sites received approval
from an ethical standards committee on human
experimentation before study initiation and obtained
written informed consent for research from all par-
ticipants in the study. PD participants included in this
analysis were recently diagnosed (mean [SD] dura-
tion from diagnosis: 6.6 [6.5] months) and untreated
with PD medications at the time of enrollment. Par-
ticipants were required to be aged 30 years or older
(at diagnosis); have a Hoehn and Yahr score of
<3; and either have two symptoms out of resting
tremor, bradykinesia, or rigidity (including either
resting tremor or bradykinesia), or asymmetric rest-
ing tremor or asymmetric bradykinesia. In addition,
all participants underwent a screening dopamine
transporter (DAT) or vesicular monoamine trans-
porter (VMAT) scan and were required to have
evidence of dopaminergic deficit consistent with PD.

Assessments

Baseline measures
All participants underwent a comprehensive base-

line evaluation—including clinical testing, imag-
ing assessments, and biospecimen collection—as
detailed elsewhere [18]. From these data, a pre-
specified set of candidate predictor variables were
considered for this analysis. This encompassed

demographics, including age, sex, and clinical site
(US vs. non-US); body mass index (kg/m2); ortho-
static (supine to standing) change in systolic blood
pressure; and duration of disease (months from diag-
nosis). Clinical assessments of motor and non-motor
PD characteristics comprised the MDS-UPDRS,
including Hoehn and Yahr stage and derived tremor
and postural instability/gait difficulty (PIGD) scores
[12, 19]; modified Schwab and England Activities
of Daily Living Scale (S&E); Montreal Cogni-
tive Assessment (MoCA); Scales for Outcomes
in Parkinson’s Disease-Autonomic (SCOPA-AUT);
15-item Geriatric Depression Scale (GDS-15); State-
Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI); Epworth Sleepiness
Scale (ESS); REM Sleep Behavior Disorder (RBD)
Screening Questionnaire (RBDSQ); and University
of Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test (UPSIT).
Lastly, selected biomarker variables included two
dopamine transporter (DAT) specific binding ratio
(SBR) measures, mean striatum SBR and mean
putamen SBR; serum uric acid (urate); and four
CSF biomarkers: CSF total �-synuclein (�-syn)
was measured using a sandwich-type immunoas-
say kit (BioLegend; formerly Covance) [20] and
CSF amyloid beta (A�1–42), total tau (t-tau), and
phosphorylated tau181 (p-tau) were measured using
Elecsys electrochemiluminescence immunoassays
(Roche Diagnostics) [21].

Longitudinal measures
Time to initiation of PD medication was deter-

mined based on the initiation date of symptomatic
treatment for motor features of PD, as previ-
ously described [22]. Standard clinical metrics were
assessed at least annually after baseline (see Table 1).
This included the MDS-UPDRS, Hoehn & Yahr
stage, MoCA, SCOPA-AUT, S&E, and blood pres-
sure (supine and standing) measurements. Additional
measures included the standardized results (per
published norms) of a detailed cognitive battery,
described previously [23], evaluating four cognitive
domains: memory (assessed by the Hopkins Ver-
bal Learning Test-Revised [HVLT-R] immediate free
recall [i.e., total recall] and recognition discrimi-
nation index scores); visuospatial function (Benton
Judgment of Line Orientation 15-item [split-half]
version); processing speed-attention (Symbol-Digit
Modalities Test); and executive function and working
memory (Letter-Number Sequencing and semantic
[animal] fluency). Furthermore, cognitive categoriza-
tion assessments completed annually by PPMI site
investigators yielded two variables of interest: (1)

https://www.ppmi-info.org/study-design
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Table 1
Criteria used to define progression milestones

Progression milestone Assessment(s) Criteria

Domain 1: Walking and balance
Walking and balance MDS-UPDRS item 2.12 Response ≥3
Freezing MDS-UPDRS item 2.13 Response ≥3
Gait MDS-UPDRS item 3.10 Response ≥3 (ON or OFF)
Freezing of gait MDS-UPDRS item 3.11 Response = 4 (ON or OFF)
Postural instability MDS-UPDRS item 3.12 Response ≥3 (ON or OFF)
Hoehn and Yahr stage Hoehn and Yahr Stage Response ≥4 (ON or OFF)

Domain 2: Motor complications
Dyskinesias MDS-UPDRS items 4.1 and 4.2 Response ≥3 (on both items)
Fluctuations (functional impact) MDS-UPDRS item 4.4 Response ≥3
Fluctuations (complexity) MDS-UPDRS item 4.5 Response ≥3

Domain 3: Cognition
Cognitive impairment (MoCA)∗ MoCA Score<21
Cognitive impairment (MDS-UPDRS) MDS-UPDRS item 1.1 Response ≥3
Hallucinations MDS-UPDRS item 1.2 Response ≥3
Apathy MDS-UPDRS item 1.5 Response ≥3
Dementia (clinical diagnosis)∗ Site investigator assessment PDD (per Investigator)
Dementia (composite)∗ (1) Cognitive testing Impairment † on ≥2 cognitive domains; and

(2) Site investigator assessment Functional impairment (per investigator)

Domain 4: Autonomic dysfunction
Urinary incontinence∗∗ (1) MDS-UPDRS item 1.10 Response ≥3; and

(2) SCOPA-AUT items 8 and 9 Response ≥2 (on either item)
Orthostatic hypotension∗∗ (1) SCOPA-AUT item 15 Response ≥2; and

(2) Systolic blood pressure Change of ≥20 mm Hg (sitting to standing); and
(3) Diastolic blood pressure Change of ≥10 mm Hg (sitting to standing)

Syncope (MDS-UPDRS) MDS-UPDRS item 1.12 Response = 4
Syncope (SCOPA-AUT)∗∗ SCOPA-AUT item 16 Response ≥1

Domain 5: Functional dependence
Schwab & England Schwab & England Response<80

Domain 6: Activities of daily living
Choking MDS-UPDRS item 2.3 Response ≥3
Eating MDS-UPDRS item 2.4 Response ≥3
Dressing MDS-UPDRS item 2.5 Response ≥3
Hygiene MDS-UPDRS item 2.6 Response ≥3
Speech MDS-UPDRS item 3.1 Response ≥3 (ON or OFF)

Unless otherwise specified, milestones were assessed at 3, 6, 9, 12, 18, 24, 30, 36, 42, 48, 54, and 60 months. ∗Assessed at annual visits
only. ∗∗Assessed at 6 months and annual visits only. †Impairment defined as a test score ≥1.5 standard deviations below the standardized
mean score. MDS-UPDRS, Movement Disorder Society Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale; MoCA, Montreal Cognitive Assessment;
PDD, Parkinson’s Disease Dementia; SCOPA-AUT, Scales for Outcomes in Parkinson’s Disease-Autonomic.

clinical diagnosis of PD dementia (PDD) [24]; and
(2) presence of significant functional impairment due
to cognitive deficits.

Progression milestones

From the longitudinal assessments described
above, criteria were established for 25 progression
milestones spanning six clinical domains: “walking
and balance”; “motor complications”; “cognition”;
“autonomic dysfunction”; “functional dependence”;
and “activities of daily living.” Table 1 lists all mile-
stones, grouped by domain, and specifies the criteria
by which they were defined. Milestones were cho-
sen by a working group of clinical experts (AS,

TS, LMC, BM, DG, KLP, CMT, DW, KK, KMa)
based on knowledge of the existing literature [2–6,
25] and clinical experience. This process included
several sequential steps. First, the working group
convened for a series of meetings and agreed on an
overarching strategy of defining progression using a
multidimensional composite endpoint. Second, the
same panel reviewed the rating scales and other
outcome assessments included in the PPMI proto-
col and identified items that measured dysfunction
within the dimensions of interest (e.g., motor, cog-
nitive, autonomic); in doing so, a concerted effort
was made to omit items that are particularly sensitive
to the effects of symptomatic therapy (e.g., MDS-
UPDRS Part III items measuring tremor). Third, in
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cases where scale items had multiple levels, the panel
agreed upon levels that represented unequivocal and
at least moderately severe forms of the type of dis-
ability they were intended to capture and reflected a
degree of dysfunction that is recognized as clinically
meaningful within the expert community. Lastly, to
facilitate interpretability by grouping milestones into
categories that were consistent with clinical practice,
components of the composite endpoint were classi-
fied across six clinical domains.

Per protocol, most milestones were assessed quar-
terly for one year and semiannually thereafter;
however, three autonomic dysfunction milestones
were only assessed at six months and then annually,
and three cognitive milestones were only assessed
annually. As previously described [23, 26], the site
investigator’s determination of cognitive impairment
(from which two dementia-related milestones were
derived) was introduced after some participants had
already completed their baseline and 12-month visits;
consequently, most PD participants (74.9%) missed
this assessment at baseline and roughly a third missed
it at 12 months. Otherwise, missing data were rare. In
all instances of missing data, a conservative approach
was applied by which it was assumed that the corre-
sponding milestone criteria were not met.

A composite binary endpoint, defined as time to
first occurrence of any one of the milestones, com-
prised the primary outcome variable. Participants
who met milestone criteria at baseline and/or never
completed any follow-up visits were excluded.

Data sources

Using archived data (downloaded from
https://www.ppmi-info.org/access-data-specimens/
download-data and reflecting data captured
in the PPMI database as of June 30, 2020;
RRID:SCR 006431), two analysis data sets were
derived. The first data set computed the primary
endpoint based on data collected at the first five
annual follow-up visits only (i.e., the visits at which
all milestones were evaluated per protocol). A second
data set derived the primary endpoint from the first
five annual follow-up visits and seven additional
“interim” visits (scheduled at 3, 6, 9, 18, 30, 42,
and 54 months). Interim visits evaluated most,
but not all, progression milestones. To gauge the
possible implications of the frequency of endpoint
assessments on future study design, most analyses
evaluated both data sets. However, for ease of
interpretation and to ensure equal weighting across

milestones, models examining baseline predictors
of time-to-progression were fitted using annual data
only.

Statistical analysis

Figures were created using RStudio (Posit
Software, PBC, Boston, MA; posit.co;
RRID:SCR 000432) [27]. All other analyses
were performed using SAS v9.4 (SAS Institute
Inc., Cary, NC; sas.com; RRID:SCR 008567).
To identify baseline predictors of progression, a
time-to-event analysis was conducted using mul-
tivariable Cox proportional hazard models with a
backward selection approach. Time was calculated
from the date of enrollment until the date of the
first annual visit at which criteria for at least one
milestone were met. Participants who never met
milestone criteria were censored at the time of
their last completed annual visit. Participants who
met criteria for any milestone at baseline and/or
did not complete at least one annual follow-up
were excluded from all models. Ties were handled
using Efron’s approximation. For model fitting, a
covariate was included if it was associated with time
to progression at a significance level of 0.10 or less.
PD medication use (i.e., a binary indicator variable
for whether symptomatic therapy had been initiated)
was included as a time-dependent covariate. Due to
skewed distributions, rank values were used for all
CSF biomarker variables. For CSF total �-syn, all
values were included regardless of hemoglobin level;
however, sensitivity analyses were conducted that
excluded samples with hemoglobin levels exceeding
200 ng/mL [28]. To address multicollinearity during
model selection, the MDS-UPDRS total score was
considered for the multivariable model instead of
Hoehn & Yahr stage and PIGD Score. Similarly,
among biomarker variables, mean striatum SBR
was prioritized over mean putamen SBR and the
ratio of CSF t-tau/A�1–42 was favored over CSF
A�1–42 alone. This screening process revealed a set
of potential predictor variables, which made up an
initial “full model.” Subsequently, a backward selec-
tion process removed variables one at a time until all
variables remaining in the model were significant at
the 0.05 level. For all steps in the backward selection
process, sex and PD medication use were forced into
the model. Due to the exploratory nature of these
analyses, no adjustments were made for multiple
comparisons.

https://www.ppmi-info.org/access-data-specimens/download-data
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As secondary analyses, we performed sample
size calculations for a hypothetical trial targeting
80% power for a two-sided log-rank test (� = 0.05)
comparing the survival curves of two treatment
groups using a balanced design. Variable assump-
tions included study length (two vs. three years) and
the hazard ratio of the experimental group relative to
the comparison group (0.50 vs. 0.75). The compari-
son group’s survival curve was approximated using
a piecewise linear curve based on survival function
estimates derived from two separate data sources
(the “annual visits” vs. “all visits” data sets defined
above). Survival function estimates were computed
using Kaplan-Meier estimators, with time rounded
to the nearest 3 months (i.e., per-protocol time).

RESULTS

Supplementary Figure 1 presents a flow chart sum-
marizing how many participants were assessed at
each study time point. Out of 423 PD participants
enrolled, 32 (7.6%) met criteria at baseline for at
least one progression milestone. This included two
participants who met baseline criteria within two
domains (in one case, autonomic dysfunction and
walking and balance; in the other, autonomic dys-
function and activities of daily living) and 30 who did
so for one domain only (13 autonomic dysfunction,
five walking and balance, five cognition, four activ-
ities of daily living, three functional dependence).
These participants were excluded from all analyses.
The remaining 391 participants had a median dura-
tion of follow-up of seven years and a 5-year dropout
rate of 18%. Finally, 6/391 participants never com-
pleted any follow-up visits and were excluded from
additional analyses. Supplementary Table 1 presents
baseline demographic and disease characteristics for
the remaining participants.

Figure 1 depicts Kaplan-Meier estimates of
progression-free survival. The first curve, derived
from annual milestone assessments only (at 12, 24,
36, 48, and 60 months), reflects 376 participants who
were milestone-free at baseline and subsequently
completed at least one annual follow-up. Of these par-
ticipants, 166 (44.1%) met criteria for the composite
endpoint at one or more annual visits. Kaplan-Meier
estimates of the 12, 24, and 36-month progression
rates equaled 10.1%, 20.8%, and 30.6%, respectively.
By contrast, the second curve is derived from mile-
stone data collected across the first five annual visits
and seven additional interim visits (3, 6, 9, 18, 30, 42,

and 54 months). Out of 385 participants who were
milestone-free at baseline and returned for at least
one follow-up assessment (annual or interim), 193
(50.1%) met progression milestone criteria during at
least one of these 12 assessments, with correspond-
ing 12, 24, and 36-month progression rates of 16.6%,
27.7%, and 37.4%, respectively.

Table 2 summarizes the contribution of each
individual domain and milestone to the composite
endpoint, i.e., how frequently they coincided with the
initial event for a participant. Milestones within the
cognitive domain (met by 14.1% of participants based
on annual data only vs. 14.3% based on all avail-
able data) and functional dependence domain (12.0%
vs. 14.5%) were reached first most frequently in this
cohort. Collectively, milestones within the autonomic
dysfunction (10.9% vs. 10.1%) and walking and bal-
ance (6.6% vs. 8.1%) domains were the next most
prevalent. Across both data sources, the individual
milestone met most often was a S&E below 80.

Notably, at the time of the first milestone, most
participants met milestone criteria within a single
domain only. Among participants who progressed
at an annual follow-up, only 26/166 (15.7%) did
so across multiple domains concurrently, with 20
reaching milestones within two domains, four within
three domains, and two within four domains (data
not shown). Among these multi-domain progressors,
it was most common for one of the domains to
be functional dependence (18/26; 69%), followed
by walking and balance (12/26; 46%). By contrast,
milestones within the cognition and autonomic dys-
function domains were comparatively likely to occur
in isolation, with 43/53 cognitive (81%) and 33/41
(80%) autonomic progressors experiencing an event
within a single domain (data not shown).

Descriptive analyses also evaluated the frequency
of each milestone in isolation, i.e., if they ever
occurred regardless of whether a different one
occurred first (Supplementary Table 2). Based on data
collected at all study visits, 89 participants (23.1%)
ever met the functional dependence milestone, 82
(21.3%) ever reached at least one cognitive mile-
stone, and an appreciable number ever reached one
or more components of the autonomic dysfunction
(16.9%), walking and balance (14.3%), activities
of daily living (13.5%), and motor complications
(12.5%) domains. Relative to other components of
the composite endpoint, those in the activities of
daily living domain (choking, speech, dressing, eat-
ing, hygiene) were least likely to coincide with the
initial event; of the 52 participants who ever reached
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Fig. 1. Kaplan-Meier curves of progression-free survival, as defined by reaching any progression milestone, based on data collected at 12,
24, 36, 48, and 60 months (blue) versus 3, 6, 9, 12, 18, 24, 30, 36, 42, 48, 54, and 60 months (red). Each curve reflects de novo PD participants
who were milestone-free at baseline and completed at least one of the corresponding follow-up visits.

one of these milestones, only 19 did so at their first
event (see Table 1).

Table 3 summarizes the analysis of baseline pre-
dictors, which modeled time-to-progression based on
annual milestone assessments only. After adjustment
for sex and PD medication use, the final multivari-
able model included three predictors with positive
associations (age, MDS-UPDRS total score, GDS-15
score) and two predictors with negative associa-
tions (DAT-SPECT mean striatum SBR, CSF total
�-syn). That is, higher baseline age, MDS-UPDRS
total scores, and GDS-15 scores, as well as lower
baseline DAT-SPECT binding and CSF total �-syn,
predicted faster time to progression. Of note, initia-
tion of symptomatic treatment was not significantly
associated with time to progression (p = 0.1639).
Also, a sensitivity analysis excluding participants
with CSF hemoglobin above 200 ng/mL (a factor that
can potentially impact the results for CSF total �-
syn) from the final multivariable model yielded the
same conclusions, with the effect of CSF total �-
syn strengthening (hazard ratio [95% CI] per decile
decrease = 1.12 [1.05, 1.19]; p = 0.0004).

Additional analyses evaluated the stability of the
milestone-based approach at subsequent annual visits
(Supplementary Table 3). Of the 166 participants who
met criteria for the primary endpoint across the first

five annual visits, 14 withdrew without completing an
additional annual follow-up (note: 7/14 completed an
interim visit prior to withdrawal of whom six contin-
ued to meet milestone criteria). Among those who
remained active in the study, 125/152 (82%) con-
tinued to meet criteria for any milestone at one or
more subsequent annual visits. Further analyses indi-
cated that participants fell into three broad categories.
First, 84 (55%) demonstrated persistent dysfunction,
continuing to meet criteria for any milestone at the
next annual follow-up. Second, 41 (27%) temporar-
ily reverted, not meeting criteria 1 year later but
doing so eventually; the period of reversion ranged
from 2–5 years, with the majority recurring either
2 years (22/41) or 3 years (12/41) later (data not
shown). Third, 27 (18%) permanently reverted, not
meeting criteria for any milestone at any subsequent
follow-up. Compared to temporary reverters, per-
manent reverters completed fewer subsequent visits
(mean: 3.1 vs. 4.7) and were more likely to com-
plete ≤2 additional follow-ups (44% vs. 5%; χ2 [1,
N = 68] = 15.6, p < 0.0001).

Supplementary Table 3 also presents subgroup
analyses summarizing—separately by domain—how
often participants met milestone criteria within the
same domain at the next visit, within any domain
at the next visit, and within any domain at any sub-
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Table 2
Proportion of PPMI de novo PD cohort that met progression milestone criteria

at the time of first event or last follow-up

Data Source
Variable Annual Visits∗ All Visits∗∗

(N = 376) (N = 385)

Any domain
Overall (any milestone) 166 (44.1%) 193 (50.1%)

Cognitive domain
Overall (any milestone) 53 (14.1%) 55 (14.3%)
By milestone

Cognitive impairment (MoCA) 25 (6.6%) 19 (4.9%)
Dementia (composite) 13 (3.5%) 11 (2.9%)
Apathy 11 (2.9%) 18 (4.7%)
Cognitive impairment (MDS-UPDRS) 10 (2.7%) 11 (2.9%)
Dementia (clinical diagnosis) 3 (0.8%) 2 (0.5%)
Hallucinations 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.3%)

Functional dependence domain
Overall (Schwab & England <80) 45 (12.0%) 56 (14.5%)

Autonomic dysfunction domain
Overall (any milestone) 41 (10.9%) 39 (10.1%)
By milestone

Incontinence 20 (5.3%) 21 (5.5%)
Syncope (SCOPA-AUT) 20 (5.3%) 17 (4.4%)
Syncope (MDS-UPDRS) 2 (0.5%) 2 (0.5%)
Orthostatic hypotension 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.3%)

Walking and balance domain
Overall (any milestone) 25 (6.6%) 31 (8.1%)
By milestone

Postural instability 13 (3.5%) 22 (5.7%)
Walking and balance 8 (2.1%) 6 (1.6%)
Gait 7 (1.9%) 5 (1.3%)
Hoehn & Yahr 3 (0.8%) 1 (0.3%)
Freezing 2 (0.5%) 2 (0.5%)
Freezing of gait 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.3%)

Motor complications domain
Overall (any milestone) 19 (5.1%) 23 (6.0%)
By milestone

Fluctuations (complexity) 10 (2.7%) 11 (2.9%)
Fluctuations (functional impact) 11 (2.9%) 14 (3.6%)
Dyskinesias 0 0

Activities of daily living domain
Overall (any milestone) 17 (4.5%) 19 (4.9%)
By milestone

Choking 11 (2.9%) 12 (3.1%)
Speech 5 (1.3%) 3 (0.8%)
Dressing 1 (0.3%) 2 (0.5%)
Eating 1 (0.3%) 3 (0.8%)
Hygiene 0 0

For participants who ever reached any milestone, data only considers the initial event (i.e.,
first visit at which criteria for at least one milestone were met). Columns include participants
who were milestone-free at baseline and subsequently completed at least one of the specified
follow-up visits. ∗Derived from follow-up data collected at 12, 24, 36, 48, and 60 months.
∗∗Derived from follow-up data collected at 3, 6, 9, 12, 18, 24, 30, 36, 42, 48, 54, and 60
months. MDS-UPDRS, Movement Disorder Society Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale;
MoCA, Montreal Cognitive Assessment; SCOPA-AUT, Scales for Outcomes in Parkinson’s
Disease-Autonomic.

sequent visit. Depending on the domain, persistent
dysfunction at the next visit ranged from 29–50%
if restricted to milestones within the same domain

vs. 53–86% if expanded to any milestone from any
domain. Rates of permanent reversion (i.e., not meet-
ing criteria within any domain at any subsequent
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Table 3
Association between baseline features and time to reaching a progression milestone in PPMI de novo PD cohort

Screening Analysis Multivariable Analysis
Baseline Predictor HR (90% CI) p HR (95% CI) p

Demographics
Age (per 5-year increase) 1.25 (1.16, 1.35) <0.0001 1.25 (1.13, 1.38) <0.0001
Sex (male vs. female) 0.96 (0.73, 1.26) 0.8074 0.80 (0.58, 1.12) 0.1996
Clinical site (non-US vs. US) — 0.7010 Not Included
Body mass index — 0.6006 Not Included
Orthostatic systolic blood pressure change — 0.9589 Not Included

Motor features and overall disability
Disease duration — 0.2087 Not Included
MDS-UPDRS total score (per 5-unit increase) 1.23 (1.18, 1.30) <0.0001 1.18 (1.11, 1.26) <0.0001
Hoehn & Yahr stage (stage 2-3 vs. stage 1) 1.52 (1.17, 1.98) 0.0084 Not Included
PIGD score (per 0.1-unit decrease) 1.19 (1.13, 1.25) <0.0001 Not Included
Tremor score — 0.1286 Not Included
Schwab & England (per 10-unit decrease) 1.49 (1.20, 1.85) 0.0024 — N.S.
PD medication use (yes vs. no)∗ 1.06 (0.71, 1.60) 0.8075 0.69 (0.41, 1.16) 0.1639

Non-motor features
MoCA (per 1-unit decrease) 1.10 (1.04, 1.17) 0.0048 — N.S.
SCOPA-AUT 1.08 (1.06, 1.10) <0.0001 — N.S.
UPSIT (anosmia vs. other) — 0.1232 Not Included
UPSIT raw score (per 1-unit decrease) — 0.3262 Not Included
Epworth Sleepiness Scale 1.08 (1.04, 1.12) 0.0003 — N.S.
REM Sleep Behavior Disorder Screening Questionnaire 1.11 (1.06, 1.16) <0.0001 — N.S.
Geriatric Depression Scale (15-item) 1.10 (1.05, 1.15) 0.0004 1.07 (1.01, 1.14) 0.0341
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory total score 1.01 (1.00, 1.02) 0.0120 — N.S.

Biomarkers
DAT-SPECT mean striatum SBR (per 0.1-unit decrease) 1.11 (1.08, 1.15) <0.0001 1.07 (1.02, 1.12) 0.0043
DAT-SPECT mean putamen SBR (per 0.1-unit decrease) 1.11 (1.06, 1.17) 0.0006 Not Included
CSF A�1-42 (per decile decrease) 1.08 (1.03, 1.13) 0.0055 Not Included
CSF t-tau — 0.1965 Not Included
CSF p-tau — 0.2705 Not Included
CSF t-tau/A�1-42 (per decile increase) 1.07 (1.03, 1.12) 0.0106 — N.S.
CSF t-tau/A�1-42 (>0.222 vs. <0.222) 1.47 (1.10, 1.98) 0.0307 Not Included
CSF �-synuclein (per decile decrease) 1.07 (1.03, 1.12) 0.0097 1.09 (1.03, 1.15) 0.0030
CSF �-synuclein [Hb <200] (per decile decrease) 1.10 (1.05, 1.16) 0.0011 Not Included
Serum urate — 0.6648 Not Included

Reflects data collected at the first five annual follow-up visits only. Multivariable analyses forced sex and initiation of PD medication into the
final model. Unless otherwise indicated, hazard ratios for continuous variables were derived in terms of a 1-unit increase. ∗Time-dependent
covariate. CSF, cerebrospinal fluid; DAT-SPECT, dopamine transporter single photon emission computed tomography; Hb, hemoglobin; HR,
hazard ratio; MDS-UPDRS, Movement Disorder Society Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale; MoCA, Montreal Cognitive Assessment;
PIGD, postural instability/gait difficulty; SBR, specific binding ratio; SCOPA-AUT, Scales for Outcomes in Parkinson’s Disease-Autonomic;
UPSIT, University of Pennsylvania Smell Identification Test.

visit) were elevated among individuals whose ini-
tial event included milestones within the autonomic
dysfunction (22.5%) or motor complications (29.4%)
domains.

Sample size calculations

Table 4 presents sample size calculations, based
on the survival function estimates depicted in Fig. 1,
for a two-arm trial targeting 80% power. Estimates
vary depending on the source of survival estimates
(annual vs. all visits); proposed study length; and, par-
ticularly, the assumed treatment effect. For instance,
based on the rate of clinically meaningful outcomes

we observed in our data, a three-year study assuming
a 50% reduction in the hazard ratio would be pow-
ered at 80% with approximately 125–150 participants
per arm. Alternatively, a three-year study assuming
a more modest reduction in the hazard ratio (25%)
would likely require at least 600 participants per arm
to achieve 80% power.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study show that a set of clin-
ically meaningful milestones derived from widely
used assessment scales may have utility as a pro-
gression outcome in an early PD cohort. Participants
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Table 4
Total sample size calculations for a hypothetical two-arm trial

using a milestone-based composite endpoint

2-Year Study 3-Year Study
Data Source HR = 0.50 HR = 0.75 HR = 0.50 HR = 0.75

Annual Visits∗ 436 2078 292 1404
All Visits∗∗ 324 1552 236 1142

Hazard ratios of 0.50 and 0.75 denote an assumed reduction in the
hazard ratio of 50% and 25%, respectively, among the experimen-
tal arm relative to the comparison arm. All calculations specified
80% target power for a two-sided log-rank test at � = 0.05 and all
estimates reflect the total sample size required across two arms.
∗Control survival curve estimated based on progression milestone
data collected at 12, 24, and 36 months. ∗∗Control survival curve
estimated based on progression milestone data collected at 3, 6, 9,
12, 18, 24, 30, and 36 months. HR, hazard ratio.

in the PPMI de novo PD cohort were recently diag-
nosed and untreated at the time of entry, and then
followed quarterly for one year and semiannually
for four years thereafter. Half of this cohort reached
at least one milestone during this clinical follow-up
period, with over a quarter doing so within two years.
The most frequently reached milestones included loss
of functional independence, indicators of cognitive
impairment (in particular, a MoCA score below 21),
measures of dysautonomia (urinary incontinence and
syncope), and postural instability. The milestone def-
initions chosen for this study were intended to reflect
more severe forms of a given problem in order to
mitigate uncertainty regarding their functional rel-
evance. Importantly, the emergence of milestones
was largely independent of whether symptomatic
therapy had been initiated. Moreover, the compos-
ite endpoint appeared to be relatively stable; among
participants who reached at least one milestone and
remained active in the study, less than 20% per-
manently reverted to being “milestone-free” at all
subsequent visits. These features support the applica-
bility of a milestone-based outcome measure to assess
disease progression in early and middle stage PD.

Multivariable analysis indicated that baseline pre-
dictors of faster time to reaching a milestone included
advanced age, greater MDS-UPDRS total scores,
lower DAT-SPECT striatal binding, lower CSF total
�-syn, and higher GDS-15 depression scores. Sev-
eral of these baseline characteristics—including
age, lower DAT binding, and greater motor
impairment—have been reported to have poor prog-
nosis in prior studies [29–31], which provides
collateral support for our approach. The apparent util-
ity of CSF total �-syn to predict reaching a clinically
relevant milestone is especially interesting consid-

ering current literature demonstrating that PD is
associated with a small but significant decrease in
CSF total �-syn concentrations relative to healthy
controls [20, 32–34]. These predictors of risk for
reaching a milestone suggest enrichment strategies
to make clinical trials more efficient by building risk
factors into trial entry criteria.

A milestone-based outcome measure offers a
degree of adaptability that more conventional meth-
ods may lack. For instance, if a participant dropped
out early but reached a clinical milestone prior to
study withdrawal, this metric of progression would
be fully captured in a milestone-based time-to-event
model. Because the milestones derived from MDS-
UPDRS part III items (measuring gait, freezing of
gait, postural stability, and speech) are defined using
ON or OFF assessment scores, these components can
still be evaluated if either the OFF or ON assessment
could not be completed. Because of these properties,
our results suggest an approach to testing disease-
modifying therapies that may not be affected by
symptomatic treatment and could be implemented in
more naturalistic settings. Specifically, a milestone-
based composite endpoint could be considered for
trials evaluating novel therapeutics for PD as an add-
on to, rather than instead of, standard symptomatic
therapy.

Our sample size estimates, which are meant to
illustrate the conceptual feasibility of this framework,
indicate that the number of participants required for
a trial using a milestone-based approach over two to
three years would be comparable to a trial of untreated
patients using change in MDS-UPDRS over one year
of follow-up as the primary outcome measure. This
additional follow-up would potentially be balanced
by faster recruitment and greater generalizability. By
allowing treatment at any point, a milestone-based
approach would be both easier to recruit for and
more consistent with typical care of PD patients.
Furthermore, a milestone-based primary outcome is
intrinsically clinically meaningful, while changes in
a rating scale could be viewed as an intermediate
clinical outcome, without intrinsic meaningfulness
[35].

Outcomes measures comprised by a composite
of clinically relevant events have been applied in
other areas of medicine—including cancer [36], car-
diology [37], nephrology [38], and stroke [39]—and
have been acceptable to regulators [40]. Milestone-
based or composite outcomes have been employed
before in PD therapeutics, as well. The Deprenyl
and tocopherol antioxidative therapy of parkinson-
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ism (DATATOP) trial [1] defined its primary outcome
by a clinically relevant milestone, i.e., the need for
dopaminergic therapy. This is similar to our approach
but used a single rather than composite outcome.
Although a landmark trial, the DATATOP study has
been criticized because the outcome was sensitive to
the symptomatic effect of selegiline [41]. In this anal-
ysis, we focused to select outcomes that would not
be substantially influenced by treatment. In addition,
we included initiation of symptomatic treatment as
a time-dependent covariate in our analyses to con-
trol for its effect. The NET-PD study of creatine
(LS-1) [42] provides another relevant precedent for
our analysis. The LS-1 study used a global statis-
tical test (GST) composed of the modified S&E,
Symbol Digit Modalities Test, Parkinson’s Disease
Questionnaire (PDQ-39) [43], selected items from
the UPDRS and the Modified Rankin Scale [44].
Like our measure, this outcome is composed of clin-
ically meaningful components. Unlike our simple
composite measure, scores on the GST did not lend
themselves to intuitive clinical interpretation. Thus,
our framework for a composite of clinically meaning-
ful outcomes may represent a potential advance over
existing metrics in terms of robustness in the setting
of symptomatic treatment and clinical interpretabil-
ity. Other observational cohort studies have included
milestone-based or composite outcomes in their anal-
yses. This includes the CamPaIGN study, which
examined the “irreversible” milestones of postural
instability (Hoehn & Yahr stage 3), dementia, and
death [45]; and the Norwegian ParkWest study, which
evaluated the “advanced PD” milestones of visual
hallucinations, recurrent falls, dementia, and nurs-
ing home placement [46]. Other milestones reported
in the literature include severe dysphagia, auto-
nomic dysfunction (e.g., orthostatic hypotension),
and unintelligible speech [47]. Our study extends
the results of those analyses by including additional
clinical milestones and more intensive biomarker
assessments which potentially make our results
more relevant to implementation in therapeutic
research.

Our results must be considered in light of sev-
eral limitations. First, a multidimensional composite
may not be appropriate for interventions that are
intended to impact only certain contributors to PD
disability. Per FDA guidance, composite endpoints
should be chosen with an expectation that a given
intervention will “have a favorable effect on all the
components” [40]. It is possible that the pathophysi-
ological mechanisms underlying the various clinical

domains described herein (e.g., motor vs. cognitive
vs. autonomic) are too different to expect that a single
intervention could favorably affect all of them. How-
ever, given that the natural history of PD progression
is multifaceted, a clinical endpoint that encompasses
both motor and non-motor milestones may be the
most appropriate approach to assessing interventions
intended to slow overall disease progression [25].

Another limitation is the sheer size of a 25-item
composite. For context, a systematic review of 140
cardiovascular trials with a primary composite end-
point published between 2011 and 2016 found that
83% used endpoints with ≤4 components whereas
only 6% included ≥6 components [37]. The FDA
recommends choosing composite endpoints with
components of “reasonably similar”—and not “sub-
stantially different”—clinical importance, a standard
that is harder to establish with more components
and one to which our composite may not suffi-
ciently adhere [40]. For instance, we report cognitive
milestones defined by apathy and hallucinations.
Although both symptoms are reported to predict cog-
nitive impairment in PD [29, 48], they are proxy
measures and may not clear the bar of being “rea-
sonably similar” to other milestones (e.g., a site
investigator diagnosis of dementia). Our data are
meant to illustrate the usefulness of the concept of a
milestone-based outcome for PD trials. Future direc-
tions could include efforts, such as factor analysis,
to test our domain grouping system and simplify the
composite by removing redundancy and components
that contribute minimally to the overall endpoint.

Third, the criteria for our composite endpoint are
satisfied by the occurrence of a single rater-dependent
event recorded at a single time point, an approach
that prioritizes sensitivity over specificity and raises
important questions about reliability. We considered
an alternative strategy requiring that milestones be
evident at consecutive visits. However, this made
the endpoint less efficient, particularly if partici-
pants meeting criteria at baseline were excluded (in
which case the endpoint could not be met until the
second follow-up visit); and was insensitive to partic-
ipants who met criteria at a single visit and withdrew
before their next visit (due to worsening parkinson-
ism). Ultimately, we chose a first occurrence strategy,
concluding that experiencing something sufficiently
severe for the first time represents an important clin-
ical event even if it is not reported at the next visit.
Moreover, since cutoffs were made at severe mani-
festations of each clinical feature, we could envisage
medication changes and other therapeutic maneu-
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vers that could temporarily reduce the severity of
such problems, which then recur after a hiatus. That
said, nearly 20% of participants in our sample who
ever reached a milestone did not recur at any sub-
sequent visit. We acknowledge that this is not an
insignificant number and that efforts to mitigate such
occurrences are warranted. The domain-level analy-
ses reported herein (Supplementary Table 3) suggest
that milestones within certain domains (e.g., auto-
nomic dysfunction, motor complications) may be
less stable than others and future analyses evaluating
the stability of each individual milestone are being
planned.

Another important limitation to our study is the
lack of Patient and Public Involvement and Engage-
ment (PPIE). Milestones were carefully chosen by
a panel of clinical experts and anchored largely to
MDS-UPDRS items, which were developed with
extensive input from patient focus groups [12]. How-
ever, for a milestone-based composite measure to be
considered as the primary outcome in a therapeutic
trial, greater PPIE would be essential. One possibil-
ity would be to survey PD patients and care partners
on the relative “clinical importance” of the mile-
stones reported herein and elsewhere in the literature
[45–47]. Our composite also lacked a global qual-
ity of life measure, such as the PDQ-39, and other
patient-reported outcomes (PROs). Additional PROs
as well as objective digital measures have been added
to the PPMI battery and could be areas of future
research.

Other key limitations of our study that warrant fur-
ther investigation include its exploratory nature (e.g.,
no adjustment for multiple comparisons) and absence
of external validation. Importantly, efforts are under-
way to validate this milestone-based endpoint in
other early PD cohorts, including the STEADY-
PD III [49] and SURE-PD3 [50] trial cohorts and
their extension in AT-HOME PD [51]. Like PPMI,
these studies included participants with early-stage
PD who were not on levodopa or dopamine ago-
nists at enrollment. Furthermore, they are comparable
in mean age (PPMI = 61.5; STEADY-PD III = 62;
SURE-PD3 = 63) and, in the case of SURE-PD3,
were similarly enriched for evidence of dopamin-
ergic deficit at screening. Notably, however, these
cohorts are considerably younger and far less treated
than other PD populations, such as incident PD cases
enrolled in the population-based CamPaIGN (mean
age: 70.6) and PINE (mean age: 72.5) cohorts [52,
53]. As such, some important considerations will be
whether these findings are generalizable to future

studies that enroll older and more treated cohorts and
which segment of PD patients would be appropriate
for a clinical trial that implemented a milestone-based
outcome measure.

Also, since milestones were only evaluated at pre-
scheduled visits, it only known that criteria became
evident at some point during the interval between one
visit and the next. However, our analysis used the
approach, commonly applied in practice, of assum-
ing that event times were either observed exactly at
the end of said interval (imputed from the visit date
on which the milestone was first recorded) or right
censored, and then applying standard time-to-event
methods (i.e., Kaplan-Meier and Cox regression esti-
mates). Planned validation efforts will apply methods
tailored specifically to interval-censored data [54,
55]. More generally, the use of a time-to-first-event
analysis approach may be inefficient because it
ignores additional information (e.g., events at sub-
sequent visits, total number of milestones/domains
reached). Alternative approaches that may increase
study power include recurrent event models [56,
57] or repeated-measures analysis of an ordinal or
continuous “score” reflecting the sum of multiple
milestones/domains.

These methodological limitations are balanced
by important strengths. We conducted our study
in the context of the PPMI study which employs
rigorous, standardized data collection of motor,
non-motor and biomarker assessments in the con-
text of an international, multicenter cohort with
long-term follow-up [18, 23, 58]. In summary, the
results of this study show that clinically meaning-
ful milestones occur frequently within five years of
follow-up of patients recruited with early, untreated
PD, and are significantly associated with baseline
demographic characteristics, clinical features, and
objective biomarkers. These findings support the via-
bility of using a milestone-based outcome measure
in observational and biomarker verification studies.
Our results also have several important implications
for clinical trial design. First, stratification based on
baseline markers may reduce variability in progres-
sion in clinical trial cohorts, thus making trials more
efficient. Second and importantly, a composite mea-
sure based on the milestones we evaluated could
become a primary outcome in PD disease modifi-
cation trials. Additional follow-up and analysis of
PPMI data will address limitations in our study,
produce further validation and refine a framework
for efficient trials of potentially disease-modifying
therapeutics.
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59Universität Lübeck, Luebeck, Germany
60Radboud University, Nijmegen, Netherlands
61TransThera Consulting, Portland, OR, USA
62Duke University, Durham, NC, USA

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to the Michael J. Fox Foundation
for Parkinson’s Research, all our PPMI colleagues,
and the many individuals who sacrificed their time
and gave of themselves to be participants in this study.

FUNDING

PPMI – a public-private partnership – is funded
by the Michael J. Fox Foundation for Parkin-
son’s Research funding partners 4D Pharma,
Abbvie, Acurex Therapeutics, Aligning Science
Across Parkinson’s, Allergan, Amathus Therapeu-
tics, Avid Radiopharmaceuticals, Bial Biotech,



M.C. Brumm et al. / A Milestone-Based Strategy to Monitor PD 913

Biogen, BioLegend, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Calico,
Celgene, Dacapo Brain Science, Denali, The Edmond
J. Safra Foundaiton, GE Healthcare, Genentech,
GlaxoSmithKline, Golub Capital, Handl Therapeu-
tics, Insitro, Janssen Neuroscience, Lilly, Lundbeck,
Merck, Meso Scale Discovery, Neurocrine Bio-
sciences, Pfizer, Piramal, Prevail, Roche, Sanofi
Genzyme, Servier, Takeda, Teva, UCB, Verily, and
Voyager Therapeutics.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors have no conflict of interest to report.
MCB receives funding from MJFF.
AS has been a consultant to the following compa-

nies in the past year: Biogen, Merck, Denali, Wave
Life Sciences and Prilenia Therapeutics. He has
received grant funding from the Michael J. Fox Foun-
dation for Parkinson’s Research (MJFF) and NINDS.

TS has served as a consultant for Acadia, Blue
Rock Therapeutics, Caraway Therapeutics, Criti-
cal Path for Parkinson’s Consortium (CPP), Denali,
General Electric (GE), Neuroderm, Sanofi, Sinopia,
Sunovion, Roche, Takeda, MJFF, Vanqua Bio and
Voyager. She served on the ad board for Acadia,
Denali, General Electric (GE), Sunovion, Roche. She
has served as a member of the scientific advisory
board of Caraway Therapeutics, Neuroderm, Sanofi
and UCB. She has received research funding from
Biogen, Roche, Neuroderm, Sanofi, Sun Pharma,
Amneal, Prevail, UCB, NINDS, MJFF, Parkinson’s
Foundation.

EB, SHC, and CCG report no disclosures.
LMC receives research support from MJFF, UPMC

Competitive Medical Research Fund, and Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh, is study site investigator for a
study sponsored by Biogen, receives research sup-
port from NIH, receives consulting fees from Grey
Matter Technologies, receives royalties from Elsevier
(for authorship), and receives royalties from Wolters
Kluwel (for authorship).

BM has received honoraria for consultancy
from Roche, Biogen, AbbVie, Servier, 4D Pharma
PLC and Amprion. She is a member of the
executive steering committee of the Parkinson’s
Progression Markers Initiative and PI of the Sys-
temic Synuclein Sampling Study of the Michael
J. Fox Foundation for Parkinson’s Research and
has received research funding from the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), EU (Horizon2020),
Parkinson Fonds Deutschland, Deutsche Parkinson

Vereinigung, Parkinson’s Foundation, Hilde-Ulrichs-
Stiftung für Parkinsonforschung, and MJFF.

TF receives funding from NIH and MJFF.
DG receives research funding from NIH, MJFF, Eli

Lilly and Esai. He is a paid Editor for Alzheimer’s
Research and Therapy. He is a consultant for Bio-
gen, Roche, GE Healthcare, Fujirebio, Amprion and
Generian and serves on a DSMB for Cognition Ther-
apeutics.

KMe receives research funding from MJFF. She
is a paid advisor to MJFF and consults for/is on the
scientific advisory board for Caraway Therapeutics,
Nitrome Biosciences, Nura Bio, Retromer Therapeu-
tics, Sinopia Biosciences, Vanqua Bio and private
equity investors.

VA, SJH, and ANO are employees of MJFF.
KLP receives funding from MJFF, NIH, Lewy

Body Dementia Association, and Alzheimer’s Drug
Discovery Foundation, and receives consulting fees
from CuraSen.

CMT is an employee of the University of Califor-
nia – San Francisco and the San Francisco Veterans
Affairs Medical Center. She receives grants from the
Michael J. Fox Foundation, the Parkinson’s Founda-
tion, the Department of Defense, Roche/Genentech,
Biogen Idec, Gateway LLC and NIH; compensation
for serving on Data Monitoring Committees from
the Parkinson Study Group Partners and Cadent; per-
sonal fees for consulting from Adamas Therapeutics,
Biogen Idec, CNS Ratings, Australia Parkinson’s
Mission, Shake It Up Foundation Australia, Lund-
beck Pharmaceuticals and Jazz Pharmaceuticals.

DW has received research funding or support from
MJFF, NIH (NINDS), Novartis Pharmaceuticals,
Department of Veterans Affairs, Avid Radiopharma-
ceuticals, Alzheimer’s Disease Cooperative Study,
and the International Parkinson and Movement Disor-
der Society; honoraria for consultancy from Acadia,
Biogen, Biotie (Acorda), Bracket, Clintrex LLC,
Eisai Inc., Eli Lilly, Lundbeck, Roche, Takeda, UCB,
and the CHDI Foundation; license fee payments from
the University of Pennsylvania for the QUIP and
QUIP-RS; royalties from Wolters Kluweland; and
fees for legal consultation for lawsuits related to
medication prescribing in patients with Parkinson’s
disease.

KK serves as a consultant for Clintrex Research
Corp, Blackfynn LLC, Hoover Brown LLC, Roche,
Janssen, Lilly, Safe Therapeutics LLP, and Orbimed;
and has grant/research support from NIH (NINDS,
NCATS) and MJFF.



914 M.C. Brumm et al. / A Milestone-Based Strategy to Monitor PD

KMa is a consultant for MJFF, GE Healthcare, Bio-
gen, Roche, Neuropore, OrbiMed, Proclara, Prevail,
UCB, Sanofi, Lysosomal Therapetic, Inc, Neuron23,
Denali, Takeda, W81XWH-06-1-0678 Establishing
an ‘at risk’ cohort for Parkinson Disease Neuropre-
vention using olfactory testing and DAT imaging,
DOD, Investigator 10/1/06 – 09/30/19; Parkinson’s
Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI), MJFF, Prin-
cipal Investigator; DAT imaging in LRRK2 family
members, MJFF, Principal Investigator 1/15/10 –
1/14/23. Ownership in Invicro, LLC

CSC receives funding from NINDS, NHLBI, and
MJFF.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The supplementary material is available in the elec-
tronic version of this article: https://dx.doi.org/10.
3233/JPD-223433.

REFERENCES

[1] (1993) Effects of tocopherol and deprenyl on the progres-
sion of disability in early Parkinson’s disease. N Engl J Med
328, 176-183.

[2] de Lau LM, Schipper CM, Hofman A, Koudstaal PJ,
Breteler MM (2005) Prognosis of Parkinson disease: Risk of
dementia and mortality: The Rotterdam Study. Arch Neurol
62, 1265-1269.

[3] De Pablo-Fernandez E, Tur C, Revesz T, Lees AJ, Holton JL,
Warner TT (2017) Association of autonomic dysfunction
with disease progression and survival in Parkinson disease.
JAMA Neurol 74, 970-976.

[4] Levy G, Tang MX, Louis ED, Cote LJ, Alfaro B, Mejia
H, Stern Y, Marder K (2002) The association of incident
dementia with mortality in PD. Neurology 59, 1708-1713.

[5] Merola A, Coon EA (2020) Dysautonomia in early Parkin-
son disease: A window into the determinants of functional
disability and an opportunity for early intervention. Clin
Auton Res 30, 191-192.

[6] Williams-Gray CH, Foltynie T, Brayne CE, Robbins TW,
Barker RA (2007) Evolution of cognitive dysfunction in an
incident Parkinson’s disease cohort. Brain 130, 1787-1798.

[7] Hely MA, Reid WG, Adena MA, Halliday GM, Morris JG
(2008) The Sydney multicenter study of Parkinson’s dis-
ease: The inevitability of dementia at 20 years. Mov Disord
23, 837-844.

[8] Huang P, Goetz CG, Woolson RF, Tilley B, Kerr D, Palesch
Y, Elm J, Ravina B, Bergmann KJ, Kieburtz K, Parkinson
Study G (2009) Using global statistical tests in long-term
Parkinson’s disease clinical trials. Mov Disord 24, 1732-
1739.

[9] Simuni T, Brumm MC, Uribe L, Caspell-Garcia C, Cof-
fey CS, Siderowf A, Alcalay RN, Trojanowski JQ, Shaw
LM, Seibyl J, Singleton A, Toga AW, Galasko D, Foroud
T, Nudelman K, Tosun-Turgut D, Poston K, Weintraub
D, Mollenhauer B, Tanner CM, Kieburtz K, Chahine LM,
Reimer A, Hutten S, Bressman S, Marek K, Parkinson’s Pro-
gression Markers Initiative (2020) Clinical and dopamine

transporter imaging characteristics of leucine rich repeat
kinase 2 (LRRK2) and glucosylceramidase beta (GBA)
Parkinson’s disease participants in the Parkinson’s Progres-
sion Markers Initiative: A cross-sectional study. Mov Disord
35, 833-844.

[10] Weintraub D, Caspell-Garcia C, Simuni T, Cho HR, Cof-
fey CS, Aarsland D, Alcalay RN, Barrett MJ, Chahine
LM, Eberling J, Espay AJ, Hamilton J, Hawkins KA, Lev-
erenz J, Litvan I, Richard I, Rosenthal LS, Siderowf A,
York M, Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (2020)
Neuropsychiatric symptoms and cognitive abilities over the
initial quinquennium of Parkinson disease. Ann Clin Transl
Neurol 7, 449-461.

[11] Fahn S, Elton R (1987) UPDRS program members. Unified
Parkinsons disease rating scale. Recent Dev Parkinsons Dis
2, 153-163.

[12] Goetz CG, Tilley BC, Shaftman SR, Stebbins GT, Fahn S,
Martinez-Martin P, Poewe W, Sampaio C, Stern MB, Dodel
R, Dubois B, Holloway R, Jankovic J, Kulisevsky J, Lang
AE, Lees A, Leurgans S, LeWitt PA, Nyenhuis D, Olanow
CW, Rascol O, Schrag A, Teresi JA, van Hilten JJ, LaPelle
N (2008) Movement Disorder Society-sponsored revision
of the Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale (MDS-
UPDRS): Scale presentation and clinimetric testing results.
Mov Disord 23, 2129-2170.

[13] Martinez-Martin P, Rodriguez-Blazquez C, Alvarez-
Sanchez M, Arakaki T, Bergareche-Yarza A, Chade A,
Garretto N, Gershanik O, Kurtis MM, Martinez-Castrillo
JC, Mendoza-Rodriguez A, Moore HP, Rodriguez-Violante
M, Singer C, Tilley BC, Huang J, Stebbins GT,
Goetz CG (2013) Expanded and independent validation
of the Movement Disorder Society-Unified Parkinson’s
Disease Rating Scale (MDS-UPDRS). J Neurol 260,
228-236.

[14] Movement Disorder Society Task Force on Rating Scales for
Parkinson’s Disease (2003) The Unified Parkinson’s Dis-
ease Rating Scale (UPDRS): Status and recommendations.
Mov Disord 18, 738-750.

[15] Schrag A, Spottke A, Quinn NP, Dodel R (2009) Compara-
tive responsiveness of Parkinson’s disease scales to change
over time. Mov Disord 24, 813-818.

[16] Braunwald E, Cannon CP, McCabe CH (1993) Use of com-
posite endpoints in thrombolysis trials of acute myocardial
infarction. Am J Cardiol 72, 3G-12G.

[17] (2011) The Parkinson Progression Marker Initiative
(PPMI). Prog Neurobiol 95, 629-635.

[18] Marek K, Chowdhury S, Siderowf A, Lasch S, Coffey CS,
Caspell-Garcia C, Simuni T, Jennings D, Tanner CM, Tro-
janowski JQ, Shaw LM, Seibyl J, Schuff N, Singleton A,
Kieburtz K, Toga AW, Mollenhauer B, Galasko D, Chahine
LM, Weintraub D, Foroud T, Tosun-Turgut D, Poston K,
Arnedo V, Frasier M, Sherer T (2018) The Parkinson’s
progression markers initiative (PPMI) - establishing a PD
biomarker cohort. Ann Clin Transl Neurol 5, 1460-1477.

[19] Stebbins GT, Goetz CG, Burn DJ, Jankovic J, Khoo TK,
Tilley BC (2013) How to identify tremor dominant and
postural instability/gait difficulty groups with the move-
ment disorder society unified Parkinson’s disease rating
scale: Comparison with the unified Parkinson’s disease rat-
ing scale. Mov Disord 28, 668-670.

[20] Mollenhauer B, Caspell-Garcia CJ, Coffey CS, Taylor P,
Singleton A, Shaw LM, Trojanowski JQ, Frasier M, Simuni
T, Iranzo A, Oertel W, Siderowf A, Weintraub D, Seibyl J,
Toga AW, Tanner CM, Kieburtz K, Chahine LM, Marek K,
Galasko D (2019) Longitudinal analyses of cerebrospinal

https://dx.doi.org/10.3233/JPD-223433
https://dx.doi.org/10.3233/JPD-223433


M.C. Brumm et al. / A Milestone-Based Strategy to Monitor PD 915

fluid alpha-Synuclein in prodromal and early Parkinson’s
disease. Mov Disord 34, 1354-1364.

[21] Irwin DJ, Fedler J, Coffey CS, Caspell-Garcia C, Kang JH,
Simuni T, Foroud T, Toga AW, Tanner CM, Kieburtz K,
Chahine LM, Reimer A, Hutten S, Weintraub D, Mollen-
hauer B, Galasko DR, Siderowf A, Marek K, Trojanowski
JQ, Shaw LM, Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative
(2020) Evolution of Alzheimer’s disease cerebrospinal fluid
biomarkers in early Parkinson’s disease. Ann Neurol 88,
574-587.

[22] Simuni T, Long JD, Caspell-Garcia C, Coffey CS, Lasch
S, Tanner CM, Jennings D, Kieburtz KD, Marek K (2016)
Predictors of time to initiation of symptomatic therapy in
early Parkinson’s disease. Ann Clin Transl Neurol 3, 482-
494.

[23] Weintraub D, Simuni T, Caspell-Garcia C, Coffey C, Lasch
S, Siderowf A, Aarsland D, Barone P, Burn D, Chahine
LM, Eberling J, Espay AJ, Foster ED, Leverenz JB, Litvan
I, Richard I, Troyer MD, Hawkins KA (2015) Cogni-
tive performance and neuropsychiatric symptoms in early,
untreated Parkinson’s disease. Mov Disord 30, 919-927.

[24] Emre M, Aarsland D, Brown R, Burn DJ, Duyckaerts C,
Mizuno Y, Broe GA, Cummings J, Dickson DW, Gauthier
S, Goldman J, Goetz C, Korczyn A, Lees A, Levy R, Litvan
I, McKeith I, Olanow W, Poewe W, Quinn N, Sampaio C,
Tolosa E, Dubois B (2007) Clinical diagnostic criteria for
dementia associated with Parkinson’s disease. Mov Disord
22, 1689-1707; quiz 1837.

[25] Poewe W (2006) The natural history of Parkinson’s disease.
J Neurol 253(Suppl 7), VII2-VII6.

[26] Caspell-Garcia C, Simuni T, Tosun-Turgut D, Wu IW, Zhang
Y, Nalls M, Singleton A, Shaw LA, Kang JH, Trojanowski
JQ, Siderowf A, Coffey C, Lasch S, Aarsland D, Burn
D, Chahine LM, Espay AJ, Foster ED, Hawkins KA, Lit-
van I, Richard I, Weintraub D (2017) Multiple modality
biomarker prediction of cognitive impairment in prospec-
tively followed de novo Parkinson disease. PLoS One 12,
e0175674.

[27] Kassambara A, Kosinski M, Biecek P, Fabian S (2017)
survminer: Drawing Survival Curves using’ggplot2’. R
package version 0.3 1.

[28] Mollenhauer B, Batrla R, El-Agnaf O, Galasko DR, Lashuel
HA, Merchant KM, Shaw LM, Selkoe DJ, Umek R, Van-
derstichele H, Zetterberg H, Zhang J, Caspell-Garcia C,
Coffey C, Hutten SJ, Frasier M, Taylor P (2017) A user’s
guide for �-synuclein biomarker studies in biological fluids:
Perianalytical considerations. Mov Disord 32, 1117-1130.

[29] Aarsland D, Andersen K, Larsen JP, Lolk A, Kragh-
Sorensen P (2003) Prevalence and characteristics of
dementia in Parkinson disease: An 8-year prospective study.
Arch Neurol 60, 387-392.

[30] McDermott MP, Jankovic J, Carter J, Fahn S, Gauthier S,
Goetz CG, Golbe LI, Koller W, Lang AE, Olanow CW, et al.
(1995) Factors predictive of the need for levodopa therapy
in early, untreated Parkinson’s disease. The Parkinson Study
Group. Arch Neurol 52, 565-570.

[31] Ravina B, Marek K, Eberly S, Oakes D, Kurlan R, Ascherio
A, Beal F, Beck J, Flagg E, Galpern WR, Harman J,
Lang AE, Schwarzschild M, Tanner C, Shoulson I (2012)
Dopamine transporter imaging is associated with long-term
outcomes in Parkinson’s disease. Mov Disord 27, 1392-
1397.

[32] Mollenhauer B, Trautmann E, Taylor P, Manninger P, Sixel-
Doring F, Ebentheuer J, Trenkwalder C, Schlossmacher
MG (2013) Total CSF alpha-synuclein is lower in de novo

Parkinson patients than in healthy subjects. Neurosci Lett
532, 44-48.

[33] Hong Z, Shi M, Chung KA, Quinn JF, Peskind ER, Galasko
D, Jankovic J, Zabetian CP, Leverenz JB, Baird G, Mon-
tine TJ, Hancock AM, Hwang H, Pan C, Bradner J, Kang
UJ, Jensen PH, Zhang J (2010) DJ-1 and alpha-synuclein
in human cerebrospinal fluid as biomarkers of Parkinson’s
disease. Brain 133, 713-726.

[34] Kang JH, Irwin DJ, Chen-Plotkin AS, Siderowf A,
Caspell C, Coffey CS, Waligorska T, Taylor P, Pan S,
Frasier M, Marek K, Kieburtz K, Jennings D, Simuni
T, Tanner CM, Singleton A, Toga AW, Chowdhury S,
Mollenhauer B, Trojanowski JQ, Shaw LM, Parkinson’s
Progression Markers Initiative (2013) Association of cere-
brospinal fluid beta-amyloid 1-42, T-tau, P-tau181, and
alpha-synuclein levels with clinical features of drug-naive
patients with early Parkinson disease. JAMA Neurol 70,
1277-1287.

[35] (2014) US Department of Health and Human Services: Cen-
ter for Drug Evaluation and Research (CDER) and Center
for Biologics Evaluation and Research (CBER).

[36] Stopeck AT, Lipton A, Body JJ, Steger GG, Tonkin K, de
Boer RH, Lichinitser M, Fujiwara Y, Yardley DA, Viniegra
M, Fan M, Jiang Q, Dansey R, Jun S, Braun A (2010)
Denosumab compared with zoledronic acid for the treat-
ment of bone metastases in patients with advanced breast
cancer: A randomized, double-blind study. J Clin Oncol 28,
5132-5139.

[37] Armstrong PW, Westerhout CM (2017) Composite end
points in clinical research: A time for reappraisal. Circu-
lation 135, 2299-2307.

[38] Brenner BM, Cooper ME, de Zeeuw D, Keane WF, Mitch
WE, Parving HH, Remuzzi G, Snapinn SM, Zhang Z,
Shahinfar S, Investigators RS (2001) Effects of losartan on
renal and cardiovascular outcomes in patients with type 2
diabetes and nephropathy. N Engl J Med 345, 861-869.

[39] National Institute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke rt-
PA Stroke Study Group (1995) Tissue plasminogen activator
for acute ischemic stroke. N Engl J Med 333, 1581-1587.

[40] Food and Drug Administration (2017) Multiple endpoints
in clinical trials: Guidance for industry.

[41] Landau WM (1990) Clinical neuromythology IX. Pyramid
sale in the bucket shop: DATATOP bottoms out. Neurology
40, 1337-1339.

[42] Kieburtz K, Tilley BC, Elm JJ, Babcock D, Hauser R, Ross
GW, Augustine AH, Augustine EU, Aminoff MJ, Bodis-
Wollner IG, Boyd J, Cambi F, Chou K, Christine CW, Cines
M, Dahodwala N, Derwent L, Dewey RB, Jr., Hawthorne
K, Houghton DJ, Kamp C, Leehey M, Lew MF, Liang GS,
Luo ST, Mari Z, Morgan JC, Parashos S, Pérez A, Petrovitch
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