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ABSTRACT

Background: This study investigated accuracy and consistency of epicardial adipose tissue
(EAT) quantification in chest computed tomography (CT) scans.

Methods and results: EAT volume was quantified semi-automatically using a standard
Hounsfield unit threshold (-190U, -30) in three independent cohorts: (1) Cohort 1 (N = 30)
consisted of paired 120 KV cardiac non-contrast CT (NCCT) and 120 KV chest NCCT; (2)
Cohort 2 (N = 20) consisted of paired 120 KV cardiac NCCT and 100 KV chest NCCT; (3)
Cohort 3 (N = 20) consisted of paired chest NCCT and chest contrast-enhanced CT (CECT)
datasets. Images were reconstructed with the slice thicknesses of 1.25 mm and 5 mm in the chest
CT datasets, and 3 mm in the cardiac NCCT datasets. In Cohort 1, the chest NCCT-1.25 mm
EAT volume was similar to the cardiac NCCT EAT volume, whilst chest NCCT-5 mm
underestimated the EAT volume by 7.0%. In Cohort 2, 100 KV chest NCCT-1.25mm and -5 mm
EAT volumes were 9.7% and 6.4% larger than corresponding 120 KV cardiac NCCT EAT
volumes. In Cohort 3, the chest CECT dataset underestimated EAT volumes by ~25%, relative to
chest NCCT datasets. All chest CT-derived EAT volumes were strongly correlated with their
cardiac CT counterparts.

Conclusions: The chest NCCT-1.25 mm EAT volume with the 120 KV tube energy produced
EAT volumes that are comparable to cardiac NCCT. All chest CT EAT volumes were strongly
correlated with EAT volumes obtained from cardiac CT, if imaging protocol is consistently
applied to all participants.

Keywords: Epicardial adipose tissue; Chest Computed tomography; Tube energy, Contrast

enhancement, Slice thickness
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1. Introduction
The epicardial adiposetissue (EAT) — located between the outer wall of the myocardium and the
visceral pericardium — has proatherogenic effect on the coronary arteries via secretion of pro-
inflammatory cytokines.™ ? Traditionally, EAT volumes have been measured using
cardiovascular non-contrast computed tomography (cardiac NCCT) images.” > * More recently,
EAT volumes have been reported from chest CT images™®. Chest CT scans provide an appealing
alternative to cardiac NCCT because of their widespread use in clinical practice. ® Examining
EAT volumes using chest CT may enable early stratification of cardiovascular risk for patients
undergoing clinical chest CT scans.® *° Currently, cardiac NCCT acquisitions with
electrocardiogram (ECG) gating, tube energy of 120 KV, and a slice thickness of 3 mm are the
standard for quantifying EAT volume.® " *? The effects of chest CT acquisition and
reconstruction parameters —i.e., presence vs. absence of ECG gating or contrast agents,
differences in tube energy and dlice thickness, relative to cardiac CT scans—on calculated EAT

volumes are still poorly understood.

Chest CT does not typically use ECG gating, making the heart and EAT pool susceptibleto
artifacts from cardiac motion. Furthermore, without ECG gating, chest CT, unlike cardiac CT, is
unable to acquire images at fixed points of the cardiac cycle.® Tube energy substantially affects
tissue radiodensity in the CT images.* Given that EAT volume quantification is based on a
radiodensity range(e.g., -190 to -30 HU), ** " *>*" understanding impacts of tube energy on EAT
volumes derived from chest CT scansis vital for measurement consistency with cardiac CT
scans. The reconstructed slice thickness is commonly 3 mm in the cardiac NCCT image, but this
isnot aroutinein chest CT image, and the slice thicknesses in clinical chest CT scans can vary

substantially, with 1 mm, 1.25 mm, 2.5 mm and 5 mm as the most routinely used.>® 8 Thus,
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the effects of chest CT dlice thickness on EAT volumes need to be investigated further. Finaly,
contrast enhancement has been shown to underestimate EAT volume derived from cardiac
contrast-enhanced CT images (cardiac CECT) compared to those derived from cardiac NCCT
images using the same radiodensity thresholds.™**" To date, no study has investigated the effect

of contrast agents on chest CT-derived EAT.

This study aimsto investigate the feasibility of studying EAT volumes using a number
of commonly acquired chest CT datasets. Chest CT EAT volumes were then compared to those
that were obtained using the gold standard setup for EAT quantification — 120 KV cardiac NCCT.
Additionally, we evaluated the effect of contrast enhancement on EAT volume measurement in

chest CT.

2. Methods
2.1 Patient recruitment:

We retrospectively identified patients who underwent paired chest NCCT and cardiac NCCT
scans between 2016 and 2019 from the University of Hong Kong-Shenzhen Hospital clinical
database. To minimize the effect of time on EAT volume, time interval between paired CT scans
was restricted such that the two scans were acquired no more than two weeks apart. For chest
NCCT vs. chest CECT comparisons, both datasets were acquired in the same session in January

2019. This study was approved by the local human research ethics committee.

The imaging protocol is summarized in Table 1. Two slice thicknesses of 1.25 mm and

5.0 mm were used separately for chest CT image reconstruction in all patients and used for
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comparisonsin all cohorts. Cohort 1 consisted of 30 patients who underwent paired cardiac and
chest NCCT scans (both with tube energy 120KV). Cohort 2 consisted of 20 patients who
underwent paired cardiac NCCT scans (120 KV) and chest NCCT (100 KV). Lastly, the effects
of contrast enhancement on EAT volumes were quantified using paired chest CT datasets (i.e.,

chest NCCT vs chest CECT; Cohort 3, N = 20).

2.2 Cardiovascular CT protocol:

Our cardiac NCCT images were acquired using a 64 detector-row CT scanner (Somatom
Definition AS, Siemens, Germany) with the following parameters: retrospective ECG gating,
tube energy = 120 KV, collimation = 128 x 0.6 mm, gantry rotation time = 330 ms, pitch = 0.24.
Z-axis coverage extended from the pulmonary artery bifurcation to the ventricular apex.
Reconstruction was performed at 70% of the RR wave, and images were reconstructed with 3-
mm dlice thickness and 1.5 mm interdice gap using soft-tissue convolution kernel (B35f). To
maintain heart rate at or below 70 bpm, patients were pre-treated with oral metoprolol as

necessary (see Table 1).

2.3 Chest CT protocol:

Chest CT images were acquired using a 64 detector-row CT scanner (LightSpeed VCT, GE,
USA) with following parameters. collimation = 128 x 0.625 mm, gantry rotation time = 350 ms,
pitch = 1.2. The tube energy was 120 KV in Cohorts 1 and 3, and 100 KV in Cohort 2. Images

were reconstructed as 1.25-mm thick dlices (+1-mm interslice gap) and 5-mm thick dlices (+5-
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mm interslice gap), respectively. A soft-tissue convolution kernel of B31f was used. Participants
in Cohort 3 first underwent chest NCCT image acquisition and then, to acquire the chest CECT
image, they were intravenously administered a bolus of contrast medium (lopromide 370, Bayer
Schering Pharma AG; dosage = 1 ml/kg body weight, rate = 3 ml/s) followed by a flush of
normal saline (30 ml). Coveragein all chest CT datasets extended from the thoracic inlet to the

upper abdomen, at a minimum.

2.4 Epicardial adipose tissue volume quantification:

The EAT volume was quantified using fredly-available a dedicated image analysis software
(ITK-SNAP version 3.6.0).%° A widely used radiodensity threshold (-190, -30) HU** "> map
was created in-house using in-house MATLAB code and was applied to al cardiac and chest CT
images. Longitudinally, EAT quantification began from the bifurcation of the pulmonary artery
and ended at the level of the left ventricular apex. The contour of the pericardium was manually
traced on all dices. Finally, the EAT volume and radiodensity were automatically computed

(Figure 1).

2.5 Satistics:

Statistical analyses were performed in STATA (Version 16.0; StataCorp LP, College Station,
Texas, USA). Continuous variables were presented as mean + standard deviation unless
otherwise indicated. Categorical variables were expressed as frequencies and percentages. Paired

t-tests were used to evaluate the statistical significance of EAT volumes. One-way analysis of
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variance and Chi-squared tests were used to compare sample characteristics among cohorts.
Shapiro-Wilk tests were used to test for normality violations. Bland-Altman analyses were used
for assessing consistency of EAT measurements from different CT scans. P-values less than 0.05

were used as a measure of significancein all tests.

3. Resaults

The demographic data and disease history of three cohorts are summarized in Table 2. Mean age
for the entire sample was 63 years with 64% males. Three cohorts had similar body mass index
and disease history. The time interval between chest CT and cardiac CT scans (in Cohorts 1 and

2) was 6 + 4 days.

3.1 EAT volumein Cohort 1

The comparison of EAT volume quantification between the gold standard (cardiac NCCT image,
120KV, 3-mm dlice thickness) and 120 KV chest NCCT image (1.25-mm & 5-mm dlice
thickness) is summarized in Table 3 & Figure 2. Compared to standard cardiac NCCT EAT
volumes, the chest NCCT-1.25 mm EAT volumes were similar (133.7+44.7 vs.134.2+43.3 cm’,
A%=-0.8+3.8%, p = 0.46), and the Bland-Altman analysis also demonstrated an insignificant
difference of 0.6 (-1.0, 2.2) cm®. However, 5-mm chest NCCT produced that were consistently
lower than those based on the cardiac NCCT scans (125.0+40.6 vs.134.2+43.3 cm®, A%=-
7.0+£2.5%, p <0.001). The EAT radiodensity for the chest NCCT-1.25 mm scans (-78.8+8.8 HU)

was similar to that of the cardiac NCCT EAT scans (-78.2+5.8 HU), while the EAT radiodensity
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of the chest NCCT-5 mm scans (-74.2+7.3 HU) was significantly higher (i.e., less negative) than
that of the cardiac NCCT EAT scans. Both chest NCCT EAT volumes were highly correlated
with cardiac NCCT EAT volumes (See Figure 2). The chest NCCT-1.25 mm EAT volumes were
higher than the chest CT-5 mm EAT volumes (133.7+44.7 cm® vs. 125.0+40.6 cm®, A%=-

6.1+3.3%, p < 0.001, see Table 3 & Figure 3A).

3.2 EAT volume in Cohort 2

The comparison of EAT volume quantification between the gold standard (cardiac NCCT image,
120KV, 3-mm dlice thickness) and 100 KV chest NCCT image (1.25-mm & 5-mm dlice
thickness) is summarized in Table 4 & Figure 4. Using the tube energy of 100 KPV, chest
NCCT-1.25 mm EAT volume was overestimated compared to the standard cardiac NCCT EAT
volume using the tube energy of 120 KPV (146.6+60.6 vs. 133.0£52.4 cm®, A%=9.7+5.1%, p
<0.001), and the Bland-Altman analysis demonstrated a systemic overestimation of 13.6 (8.7,
18.5) cm®. For the chest NCCT-5mm, our results showed that EAT volume (141.7+57.0 vs.
133.0£52.4 cm®, A%=6.4+3.3%, p <0.001) was overestimated by 8.7 (5.7, 11.7) cm®, on average.
Both chest NCCT EAT volumes had strong correlations with cardiac NCCT EAT volumes
(Figure 4). Furthermore, chest NCCT-1.25 mm EAT radiodensity (-84.2+6.6 HU) and chest
NCCT-5 mm EAT radiodensity (-80.5+6.2 HU) were significantly lower (more negative) than
the cardiac NCCT EAT radiodensity (-78.4+4.8 HU), both ps<0.05. The chest CT-1.25 mm EAT
volumes were higher than the chest CT-5 mm EAT volumes (146.6+60.6 cm® vs. 141.7+57.0

cm®, A%-=-2.7+4.7%, p = 0.016, see Table 4 & Figure 3B)
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3.3 Impact of Contrast enhancement on EAT from chest CT

The effect of contrast agent on EAT volume quantification is summarized in Table 5 and Figure
5. Chest CECT-1.25mm scans produces EAT volumes that were consistently lower than those
that were estimated in chest NCCT-1.25mm images (96.5+49.5 vs. 125.8+59.9 cm?®, A%-=-
24.2+7.2%, p < 0.001) . Performing the Bland-Altman analysis on chest CECT vs. chest NCCT
EAT volume revealed a systemic underestimation of 29.4 (23.0, 35.7) cm® if contrast
enhancement was used. Similar results also appeared in the chest CECT-5mm EAT volume
versus the chest NCCT-5mm EAT volume (91.6+48.8 vs. 125.8+59.9 cm®, A%=-25.0+7.7%, p <
0.001), and the Bland-Altman analysis showed a systematic underestimation of EAT volumesin
contrast-enhanced scans by 27.4 (22.1, 32.7) cm®. Both chest CECT EAT volumes had strong
correlations with corresponding chest NCCT EAT volumes, suggesting that inter-individual
differencesin EAT can be captured by imaging protocol, as long as acquisition protocol is
consistent across all participants. Furthermore, the chest CECT EAT radiodensities were
significantly higher (less negative) than the chest NCCT EAT radiodensities in both datasets
[1.25 mm: (-72.5£7.0 HU for CECT vs. -73.5£7.4 HU for NCCT), p <0.05; 5 mm: (-69.6+£6.6
HU for CECT vs. -70.8+6.5 HU for NCCT), p <0.05]. Additionally, the chest CECT-1.25 mm
EAT volumes were higher than the chest CECT-5 mm EAT volumes (96.5+49.5 cm? vss.

91.6+48.8cm>; A%=-6.5+6.7%, p < 0.001, see Table 5 & Figure 3C)

4. Discussion

The main findings of the current study are: 1) the chest NCCT-1.25 mm image acquired with a

tube energy 120 KV is an excellent alternative to the gold standard cardiac NCCT for producing
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accurate measurements of EAT volume; 2) similar to cardiac CT, contrast-enhanced chest CT
scans underestimate EAT volumes; 3) thicker-dliced chest NCCT datasets (e.g., 5mm)
underestimate EAT volumes, compared to thin-siced (e.g., 1.25mm) for chest NCCT scans, 4)
al chest CT derived EAT volumes are strongly correlated with the gold-standard EAT

measurements.

To the best of our knowledge, thisisthefirst study to systemically investigate the effects
of acquisition and reconstruction parameters on EAT volume quantification in chest CT images,
and to compare chest CT EAT volumes to those that were obtained using cardiac NCCT scans.
Currently, cardiac CT scans are performed predominantly in patients with coronary artery
disease.” However, the clinical implications of EAT features should not only be evaluated in
patients who undergo cardiac CT scan. Patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease,
breast cancer, or lung cancer have a higher risk of coronary artery disease. 8 10, %23 2425 gyt
these patients conventionally undergo chest, not cardiac, CT scans. Furthermore, chest CT scans
have a much broader spectrum of clinical application, including disease of the lungs and the
mediastinum, ect,”® with 11.6 million chest CT scansin 2006 in the United States.® The fact that
EAT volumes can be accurately estimated from chest CT scans will broaden the spectrum of

EAT-associated research questions without additional radiation exposure and costly cardiac CT

scanning.
4.1 EAT volume measured in cardiac NCCT vs chest NCCT with controlled tube energy

We found that the EAT volumes evaluated in chest NCCT-1.25 mm images acquired at a tube
energy of 120 KV was almost identical to those derived from the gold standard cardiac NCCT

acquired at 120 KV and with a 3-mm dlice thickness. It is reasonable to assume this similarity is
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a consequence of additive ECG gating and dlice thickness effects. As the 3-mm dlice thickness
images are not routinely reconstructed in chest CT scan, we were not able to directly compare
the EAT volumes between the paired cardiac and chest CT dataset with the same slice thickness.

We separately discussed the effect of ECG gating and slice thickness.

ECG gating technique has been widely used to mitigate motion artifacts in the assessment
of coronary arteries, which move together with the left ventricle. Recently technical advances —
e.g. increased speed of gantry rotation and pitch, application of dual-source multidetector CT
scan — shortened imaging time and substantially improved temporal resolution of chest CT
acquisition, further minimizing sensitivity to motion artifacts.” Theimproved spatial resolution
also enables more robust contouring of the pericardium in chest CT, and allows for segmentation
of EAT. The ECG-gated CT images are typically acquired at the end diastole, while the non-
ECG gated CT images can be attained continuously throughout the cardiac cycle. A recent
CECT study that compared EAT volumes at systole and diastole concluded that the EAT volume
is independent of the cardiac phase.?® Therefore, we believe that ECG gating has no significant

impact on EAT volume quantification.

EAT volume is semi-automatically quantified based on the minimum unit of a voxel
using the radiodensity threshold of -190, -30 HU. Although EAT predominantly contains fat,
there are abundant small vessels, nerves, and immune cells' which present much higher
radiodensities +40 to +60 HU.?® Thicker slices, and thus larger voxel dimensions, increase the
potential for partial volume errors, where a significant fraction of the voxel is occupied by
material with different radiodensities, outside of the targeted range of -190, -30 HU.
Consequently, the NCCT images with thicker slices, compared to the those with thinner dlices,

has a smaller percentage of voxelsfall into the radiodensity range of -190, -30 HU. In the current
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study, voxel sizein the chest NCCT-1.25 mm datasets [ (0.60-0.65)* (0.60-0.65)* (0.7-1)] was
close to that of the standard cardiac NCCT scans[(0.3-0.4)* (0.3-0.4)*1.5], but significantly
smaller than the voxedl size of the chest NCCT-5 mm images [(0.60-0.65)* (0.60-0.65)*5)]. This
helps to explain that the chest NCCT-12.5 mm EAT volumes were similar to their cardiac
counterparts but significantly larger than chest NCCT-5mm EAT volumes from the same
participants. Furthermore, the EAT radiodensities of our chest NCCT-1.25mm scans were
similar to those of cardiac NCCT but lower (i.e., more negative) than the EAT radiodensities
derived from chest CT-5mm scans. This may have contributed to smaller EAT volumesin chest
CT-5mm images without additional radiodensity threshold adjustments. Consistent with our
findings, comparable coronary calcium scores have been reported in cardiac NCCT vs chest

NCCT 1.25mm comparisons, while NCCT-5mm produced underestimates.™®

In conclusion, we believe that ECG gating has no significant impact on EAT volume
quantification, while the slice thickness has a significant contributing role for the similarity of
EAT volume quantification between the chest NCCT-1.25 mm images and the standard cardiac

NCCT image when other imaging parameters remain constant.

4.2 Tube energy and EAT volume

Compared to the standardized cardiac NCCT EAT volume with tube energy of 120 KV, whichis
similar to the chest NCCT-1.25 mm EAT volumes with tube energy of 120 KV, the chest NCCT-
1.25 mm EAT volumes with tube energy of 100 KV were significantly overestimated.
Consequently, alower tube energy contributed to the overestimation of EAT volume.

Additionally, we also observed that lowering the tube energy decreases (i.e., more negative) the
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EAT radiodensity. Tube energy has different impacts on tissues based on the tissue structure, and
lower attenuation values (more negative) of pericardial fat at lower tube energy scan have been
reported.*** |t is possible that lower EAT radiodensity values contributed to overestimation of
EAT volumes, and different radiodensity thresholds are optimal for EAT volume quantification
at different tube energies. Furthermore, lower tube energy reduces image signal to noiseratio,
which may also impact the accuracy of EAT estimation.** Similar to our current results, Marwan
et al found a significant overestimation of the cardiac NCCT EAT volume using lower tube
energy.® The dlightly lower overestimation of EAT volumein chest NCCT-5 mm acquisitions at

100 KV are most likely the result of EAT underestimation due to thicker slices.

4.3 Contrast agent vs. EAT volume

The current study isthe first to confirm that the chest CECT EAT volumes were significantly
smaller than paired chest NCCT EAT volumes, regardless of dlice thicknesses (i.e., 5 mm and
1.25 mm). In our previous study, we have shown that EAT volumes derived from cardiac CECT
datasets were significantly smaller than those derived from the cardiac NCCT datasets when
using the standard radiodensity threshold (-190, -30) HU. Taken together, our resultsindicate
that adding a contrast agent increases the EAT radiodensity (less negative) in both cardiac and
chest CT scans, and threshold adjustment might be necessary to correct contrast-induced

biases.'’

4.4 Correlations of EAT volume between chest CT images and cardiac NCCT image
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We observed strong correlations between chest NCCT EAT volumes and those from the standard
cardiac NCCT images, as well as between chest CT-5mm EAT volumes and those from chest
CT-1.25 mm images, and between chest NCCT EAT volumes and those from chest CECT
images. Consequently, even though only the chest NCCT-1.25 mm images produced similar
absolute EAT volumes to standard cardiac NCCT scans, it is likely that EAT volumes from chest
CT scans, regardless of acquisition parameters, carry similar prognostic values as those of
conventional cardiac CT measures, as long as the same imaging acquisition protocol is applied to
all subjectsin astudy. On the other hand, amixed use of chest CT dataset, with inconsistent tube

energies, slice thicknesses, and use of contrast agent, is not recommended.

45 Limitations:

First, the investigation of the ECG gate should be ideally between cardiac NCCT and chest
NCCT with the same slice thickness (i.e., 3 mm). However, the chest NCCT-3mm dataset was
not available, because chest CT images are not conventionally reconstructed with 3-mm dlice
thickness. Second, the investigation of the tube energy would ideally be explored in paired chest
CT datasets with different tube energies, which were not available in this retrospective study.
However, in Cohort 2, cardiac NCCT EAT volume acquired at 120 KV was an excellent
aternative of the chest NCCT 1.25 mm EAT volume acquired at 120 KV. Third, more various
slice thicknesses should be explored. However, the slice thicknesses 1.25 mm and 5 mm are the
most commonly used in clinical practice, and we believe they are sufficiently representable. And
we believe that, aslong as other chest CT images with different slice thicknesses have the voxel

size substantially close to that of the cardiac NCCT image, they might generate asimilar EAT
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volumes, if other imaging acquisitions and reconstruction parameters are held constant. Finally,
the impact of interslice gap on EAT volume quantification should be further investigated in

future studies.

5. Conclusion

The chest non-contrast CT image with aslice thickness of 1.25 mm at the tube energy of 120 KV
is an excellent alternative of the standard cardiac non-contrast CT image to measure EAT

volume. All chest CT EAT volumes were strongly corelated with cardiac counterparts.
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Table 1. CT acquisition and reconstruction parameters in three cohorts

Cohort 1 (N = 30) Cohort 2 (N = 20) Cohort 3 (N = 20)

Paired CT dataset Cardiac Chest Cardiac Chest Chest Chest

NCCT NCCT NCCT NCCT NCCT CECT
ECG gate Yes No Yes No No No
(T;SE)’ energy 120 120 120 100 120 120
Contrast given No No No No No Yes
Collimation (mm) 128x0.6 | 128x0.625 128 x 0.6 | 128x0.625 | 128x0.625 | 128x0.625
Gantry rotation
time (ms) 330 350 330 350 350 350
Pitch 0.24 1.2 0.24 1.2 1.2 1.2
Reconstructed
Slice thickness 3 125& 5 3 125& 5 125& 5 125& 5
(mm)

Abbreviation: ECG= electrocardiogram, NCCT = non-contrast computed tomography, CECT =

contrast-enhanced computed tomography.
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Table 2. Basic characteristics in three cohorts

Overall Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 P-value
(N = 70) (N = 30) (N = 20) (N = 20)
Age (years) 63+11 64+12 58+9 68+9 0.02
Male (%) 45(64%0) 19(63%) 13(65%) 14(70%) 0.80
Body massindex (kg/m?) | 24.8£3.7 | 250+3.4 24.7+4.0 24.6+3.9 0.94
Coronary artery disease | 11(16%) 3(10%) 6(30%) 2(10%) 0.15
Hypertension 24(34%) 10(33%) 6(30%) 8(40%) 0.79
Diabetes mellitus 8(11%) 3(10%) 5(25%) 0(0%) 0.03
Smoking 12(17%) | 4(13.3%) 2(10%) 6(30%) 0.29
Hyperlipidemia 11(16%) 3(10%) 6(30%) 2(10%) 0.15
Chronic obstr_uctlve 14(20%) 5(17%) 2(10%) 7(35%) 0.15
pulmonary disease
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Table 3. Comparison of EAT volume between cardiac NCCT and chest NCCT image at the same

tube energy (120 KV) in Cohort 1 (N=30)

Cardiac NCCT Chest NCCT- Chest NCCT-

1.25mm 5mm
3

EAT volume (cm”) 134.2+43.3 133.7+44.7 125.0+40.6

AVolume, cm® (%) 0 -0.6+4.4 -9.2+4.5

(vs. Cardiac NCCT) (-0.8+£3.8%) (-7.0+2.5%)

P-value 1 (vs. Cardiac

NCCT EAT volume) 10 0.46 <0.001

EAT radiodensity (HU) -78.2+5.8 -78.9+8.8 -74.2+7.3

P-value 2 (vs. Cardiac

NCCT EAT radiodensity) 0.21 0.002

Abbreviation: EAT = epicardial adipose tissue, ECG= eectrocardiogram, NCCT = non-contrast

computed tomography, vs. = versus, HU = Hounsfield unit.
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Table 4. Comparison of EAT volume between standard cardiac NCCT and chest NCCT image

with alower tube energy (100KV) in Cohort 2 (N=20)

Tube energy: Tube energy:
120 KPV 100 KPV
Cardiac NCCT | Chest NCCT- Chest NCCT-5mm
1.25mm
3

EAT volume (cn) 133.0+52.4 146.6+60.6 141.7457.0
AVolume, cm® (%) 0 13.6+10.5 8.7+6.4
(vs. Cardiac NCCT) (9.745.1%) (6.4+3.3%)
P-value 1 (vs. Cardiac 10 <0.001 <0.001
NCCT EAT volume) ' ) '
EAT rediodensity (HU) -78.4+4.7 -84.4+6.6 -80.5+6.2
P-value 2 (vs. Cardiac
NCCT EAT radiodensity) <0.001 0.048

Abbreviation: EAT = epicardial adipose tissue, NCCT = non-contrast computed tomography, vs.

= versus, HU = Hounsfield unit.
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Table 5. Impact of contrast enhancement on EAT volume in Cohort 3 (N=20)

Chest NCCT- | Chest CECT- | Chest NCCT- | Chest CECT-
1.25mm 1.25mm 5mm 5mm

" volume (cm®) 125.8+59.9 96.5+49.5 120.0+57.2 01.6+48.8
AVolume, cm® (%) N/A -29.4+13.5 N/A -27.4+11.3
(vs. Chest NCCT-i mm) (-24.2+7.2%) (-25.0+7.7%)
P-value (vs. Chest NCCT-i
EAT volume) <0.001 <0.001
EAT radiodensity(cm®) -735+7.4 -72.5+7.0 -70.8+6.5 -69.6+6.6
P-value (vs. Chest NCCT-i
EAT Radiodensity) 0.033 <0.001

Abbreviation: EAT = epicardial adipose tissue, NCCT = non-contrast computed tomography,

CECT = contrast-enhanced computed tomography, vs. = versus, HU = Hounsfield unit.
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Figure Legends:

Figure 1. Examples of measuring and comparing EAT volumes at the same dlicein paired CT
datasets of three cohorts. Each cohort includes CT imagesin left panel and EAT highlighted in
red in the right panel which was semi-automatically quantified using radiodensity threshold of -
190 HU, -30 HU.1A): Cohort 1, cardiac NCCT (120 KV) vs. chest NCCT-1.25 mm (120 KV) vs.
chest NCCT-5mm (120 KV); 1B): Cohort 2, cardiac NCCT (120 KV) vs. chest NCCT-1.25 mm
(100 KV) vs. chest NCCT-5mm (100 KV); 1C): chest NCCT-1.25 mm (120 KV) vs. chest

CECT-1.25 mm (120 KV), and chest NCCT-5mm (120 KV) vs. chest CECT-5mm (120 KV).

Abbreviation: Abbreviation: EAT = epicardial adipose tissue, CT= computed tomography,
NCCT = non-contrast computed tomography, CECT = contrast-enhanced computed tomography,

ECG= electrocardiogram, vs. = versus, HU = Hounsfield unit.
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Figure 2. The relationship between cardiac NCCT EAT volumes and chest NCCT EAT volumes
at the same tube energy (120 KV) in Cohort 1. EAT volume was semi-automatically quantified
using radiodensity threshold of -190 HU, -30 HU. Bland-Altman plots (Left panel) and scatter
plots (Right panel) of EAT volume between cardiac NCCT images (referent) and chest NCCT-
1.25 mm images, and between cardiac NCCT images (referent) and chest NCCT-5 mm image,

respectively.

Abbreviation: see Figure 1.
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Figure 3. Effectsof different dlices thickness on EAT volume quantification in paired chest CT-
1.25 mm and chest CT-5 mm images when other acquisition parameters keep fixed. Left pand:
Bland-Altman plots (Left panel) and scatter plot (Right panel) of EAT volume between chest
CT-1.25 mm images (referent) and chest CT-5 mm images both acquired without contrast
enhancement at 120 KV in the upper panel, both acquired without contrast enhancement at 100
KV in the middle panel, and both acquired with contrast enhancement at 120 KV in the lower

panel, respectively. Abbreviation: see Figure 1.
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Figure 4. The relationship between cardiac NCCT EAT volumes and chest NCCT EAT volumes
at different tube energies (120 KV vs. 100 KV) in Cohort 2. Bland-Altman plots (Left pandl) and
scatter plots (Right panel) of EAT volume between cardiac NCCT images acquired at 120 KV

(referent) and chest NCCT-1.25 mm images, and between cardiac NCCT images acquired at 120
KV (referent) and chest NCCT-5 mm image acquired at 100 KV, respectively. Abbreviation: see

Figure 1.
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Figure 5. Effects of contrast agent on EAT volume quantification in paired chest NCCT and
chest CECT images when other acquisition parameters remain constant. Bland-Altman plots
(Left panel) and scatter plots (Right panel)of EAT volume between chest NCCT-1.25 mm
images (referent) and chest CECT-1.25 mm images, and between chest NCCT-5 mm images

(referent) and chest CECT-5 mm images, respectively. Abbreviation: see Figure 1.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053; this version posted November 30, 2020. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Reference

1. Talman AH, Psaltis PJ, Cameron JD, Meredith IT, Seneviratne SK and Wong DT.
Epicardial adipose tissue: far more than a fat depot. Cardiovasc Diagn Ther. 2014;4:416-29.

2. Katsiki N, Mikhailidis DP and Wierzbicki AS. Epicardial fat and vascular risk: a
narrative review. Curr Opin Cardiol. 2013;28:458-63.

3. Goeller M, Achenbach S, Marwan M, Doris MK, Cadet S, Commandeur F, Chen X,
Slomka PJ, Gransar H, Cao JJ, Wong ND, Albrecht MH, Rozanski A, Tamarappoo BK, Berman
DS and Dey D. Epicardial adipose tissue density and volume are related to subclinical
atherosclerosis, inflammation and major adverse cardiac events in asymptomatic subjects. J
Cardiovasc Comput Tomogr. 2018;12:67-73.

4. Franssens BT, Nathoe HM, Leiner T, van der Graaf Y, Visseren FL and group Ss.
Relation between cardiovascular disease risk factors and epicardial adipose tissue density on
cardiac computed tomography in patients at high risk of cardiovascular events. Eur J Prev
Cardiol. 2017;24:660-670.

5. Higami Y, Ogawa E, Ryujin Y, Goto K, Seto R, WadaH, ThoNV, LanleTT, Pare PD
and Nakano Y. Increased Epicardial Adipose Tissue Is Associated with the Airway Dominant
Phenotype of Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease. PL0oS One. 2016;11:€0148794.

6. LeeKC, Yong HS, Lee J, Kang EY and Na JO. Is the epicardial adipose tissue area on
non-ECG gated low-dose chest CT useful for predicting coronary atherosclerosisin an
asymptomatic population considered for lung cancer screening? Eur Radiol. 2019;29:932-940.

7. Nagayama Y, Nakamura N, Itatani R, Oda S, Kusunoki S, Takahashi H, Nakaura T,
Utsunomiya D and Yamashita Y. Epicardial fat volume measured on nongated chest CT isa
predictor of coronary artery disease. Eur Radiol. 2019;29:3638-3646.

8. Zagaceta J, Zulueta JJ, Bastarrika G, Colinal, Alcaide AB, Campo A, Celli BR and de
Torres JP. Epicardial adipose tissue in patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. PL0S
One. 2013;8:e65593.

0. SarmaA, Heilbrun ME, Conner KE, Stevens SM, Woller SC and Elliott CG. Radiation
and chest CT scan examinations: what do we know? Chest. 2012;142:750-760.

10. Kaplan O, Kurtoglu E, Gozubuyuk G, Dogan C, Acar Z, EyupKoca F and Pekdemir H.
Epicardial adipose tissue thickness in patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease having
right ventricular systolic dysfunction. Eur Rev Med Pharmacol Sci. 2015;19:2461-7.

11. LaGruttal, ToiaP, Farruggia A, Albano D, Grassedonio E, Palmeri A, Méaffel E, Galia
M, Vitabile S, Cademartiri F and Midiri M. Quantification of epicardial adipose tissuein
coronary calcium score and CT coronary angiography image data sets: comparison of attenuation
values, thickness and volumes. Br J Radiol. 2016;89:20150773.

12.  Lazaros G, Antonopoulos AS, Oikonomou EK, Vasileiou P, Oikonomou E, Stroumpouli
E, Karavidas A, Antoniades C and Tousoulis D. Prognostic implications of epicardial fat volume
guantification in acute pericarditis. Eur J Clin Invest. 2017;47:129-136.

13.  Bruzzi JF, Remy-Jardin M, Delhaye D, Teisseire A, Khalil C and Remy J. When, why,
and how to examine the heart during thoracic CT: Part 1, basic principles. AJR Am J Roentgenol .
2006;186:324-32.

14.  Cropp RJ, SedlijaP, Tso D and Thakur Y. Scanner and kVp dependence of measured CT
numbersin the ACR CT phantom. J Appl Clin Med Phys. 2013;14:4417.

15.  Antonopoulos AS, Sanna F, Sabharwal N, Thomas S, Oikonomou EK, Herdman L,
Margaritis M, Shirodaria C, Kampoli AM, Akoumianakis |, Petrou M, Sayeed R, Krasopoulos G,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053; this version posted November 30, 2020. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Psarros C, Ciccone P, Brophy CM, Digby J, Kelion A, Uberoi R, Anthony S, Alexopoulos N,
Tousoulis D, Achenbach S, Neubauer S, Channon KM and Antoniades C. Detecting human
coronary inflammation by imaging perivascular fat. Sci Trand Med. 2017;9.

16. Raggi P, Gadiyaram V, Zhang C, Chen Z, Lopaschuk G and Stillman AE. Statins Reduce
Epicardial Adipose Tissue Attenuation Independent of Lipid Lowering: A Potential Pleiotropic
Effect. J Am Heart Assoc. 2019;8:€013104.

17. Xul, XuY, Coulden R, Sonnex E, Hrybouski S, Paterson | and Butler C. Comparison of
epicardial adipose tissue radiodensity threshold between contrast and non-contrast enhanced
computed tomography scans: A cohort study of derivation and validation. Atherosclerosis.
2018;275:74-79.

18.  Christensen JL, SharmaE, Gorvitovskaia AY, Watts JP, Jr., Assali M, Neverson J, Wu
WC, Choudhary G and Morrison AR. Impact of Slice Thickness on the Predictive Value of Lung
Cancer Screening Computed Tomography in the Evaluation of Coronary Artery Calcification. J
Am Heart Assoc. 2019;8:€010110.

19.  Kirsch J, Buitrago I, Mohammed TL, Gao T, Asher CR and Novaro GM. Detection of
coronary calcium during standard chest computed tomography correlates with multi-detector
computed tomography coronary artery calcium score. Int J Cardiovasc Imaging. 2012;28:1249-
56.

20.  Yushkevich PA, Piven J, Hazlett HC, Smith RG, Ho S, Gee JC and Gerig G. User-guided
3D active contour segmentation of anatomical structures: significantly improved efficiency and
reliability. Neuroimage. 2006;31:1116-28.

21.  Hapern EJ. Clinical applications of cardiac CT angiography. Insights Imaging.
2010;1:205-222.

22.  Cheng YJ, NieXY, J CC, Lin XX, Liu LJ, Chen XM, Yao H and Wu SH. Long-Term
Cardiovascular Risk After Radiotherapy in Women With Breast Cancer. J Am Heart Assoc.
2017;6.

23.  Gernaat SAM, Boer IMA, van den Bongard DHJ, Maas A, van der Pol CC, Bijlsma RM,
Grobbee DE, Verkooijen HM and Peeters PH. Therisk of cardiovascular disease following
breast cancer by Framingham risk score. Breast Cancer Res Treat. 2018;170:119-127.

24. Y oon DW, Shin DW, Cho JH, Yang JH, Jeong SM, Han K and Park SH. Increased risk
of coronary heart disease and stroke in lung cancer survivors: A Korean nationwide study of
20,458 patients. Lung Cancer. 2019;136:115-121.

25. AtkinsKM, Rawal B, Chaunzwa TL, Lamba N, Bitterman DS, Williams CL, Kozono DE,
Baldini EH, Chen AB, Nguyen PL, D'Amico AV, Nohria A, Hoffmann U, Aerts H and Mak RH.
Cardiac Radiation Dose, Cardiac Disease, and Mortality in Patients With Lung Cancer. J Am
Coll Cardiol. 2019;73:2976-2987.

26.  Kazerooni EA, Austin JH, Black WC, Dyer DS, Hazelton TR, Leung AN, McNitt-Gray
MF, Munden RF, Pipavath S, American College of R and Society of Thoracic R. ACR-STR
practice parameter for the performance and reporting of lung cancer screening thoracic computed
tomography (CT): 2014 (Resolution 4). J Thorac Imaging. 2014;29:310-6.

27.  Bardo DM and Brown P. Cardiac multidetector computed tomography: basic physics of
image acquisition and clinical applications. Curr Cardiol Rev. 2008;4:231-43.

28.  Bucher AM, Joseph Schoepf U, Krazinski AW, Silverman J, Spearman JV, De Cecco CN,
Meinel FG, Vogl TJand Geyer LL. Influence of technical parameters on epicardial fat volume
guantification at cardiac CT. Eur J Radiol. 2015;84:1062-7.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053; this version posted November 30, 2020. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

29.  Subhawong TK, Fishman EK, Swart JE, Carrino JA, Attar S and Fayad LM. Soft-tissue
masses and masslike conditions: what does CT add to diagnosis and management? AJR Am J
Roentgenol. 2010;194:1559-67.

30. Okayamas, SoedaT, Takami Y, Kawakami R, Somekawa S, UemuraSand Saito Y. The
influence of effective energy on computed tomography number depends on tissue characteristics
in monoenergetic cardiac imaging. Radiol Res Pract. 2012;2012:150980.

31. Marwan M, Koenig S, Schreiber K, Ammon F, Goeller M, Bittner D, Achenbach Sand
Hell MM. Quantification of epicardial adipose tissue by cardiac CT: Influence of acquisition
parameters and contrast enhancement. Eur J Radiol. 2019;121:108732.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Cohort 1 Cohort 2

Al Cardine NCCT A2 Cardisc NC

EAT volume: 130 cm?® FAT volume: 210 em®

Chest NCCT
-1.25mm

Bl ChestNect B2
-1.25 mm

EAT volume: 230 em®
FAT volume: 129 ené®

Cl ChetnceT : C2  ChestNCCT
-5 mm -5 mm
EAT volume: 122 cm’ EAT volume: 223 ¢m?

A 3 Chest NCCT
-1.25mm

EAT volume: 266 em*

B3 ChestCECT
=1.25 mm

EAT volumc: 222 co’

C3 ChestNCCT
=5 mm

EAT valume: 256 cm®

D3 Chesi CECT

-Smm

EAT volume: 216 en’


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

AEAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-1.25mm minus cardiac NCCT

AEAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-5mm minus cardiac NCCT

o
@
*
w0 *
¥ @ ¢
e *, :
o +*
%0 * .
* * *
*o *
I.{I} 4
* * % *
o
| +*
50 100 150 200 250
Mean EAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-1.25mm minus and cardiac NCCT
*
o =
*
04 .17 .
* @
e o
%1 ot —s z *
*
LE T *
o | .
£ *
*
=
! *
- T T T T
50 100 150 200 250

Mean EAT volume (cm3)

of chest NCCT-5mm and cardiac NCCT

Chest NCCT-1.25mm EAT volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 120 KV

Chest NCCT-5mm EAT volume {cm3)
from with tube energy 120 KV

(=]
g
(=3
g4
*
3.
= *
LJ
2 ] y=103*x-48
r=0.98
% 4
50 100 150 200 250
Cardiac NCCT EAT volume (cma)
from with tube energy 120 KV
(=]
8-
o
g
&
24
y=082*x-0.8
r=0.98
=
8 .
- T T T T
50 100 150 200 250

Cardiac NCCT EAT volume (cm3)

from with tube energy 120 KV


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

AEAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-5mm minus chest NCCT-1.25mm

AEAT volume (cm3)

of chest NCCT-5mm minus NCCT-1.25mm

AEAT volume (cm3)

of chest CECT-5mm minus CECT-1.25mm

w
*
Sle rg J [3
o' . .
%t g -
.
= I 4 {o >
0 .
i .
8§
*
9 .
50 100 150 200 250
Mean EAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-5mm and chest NCCT-1.25mm
e
.
w
- . .
o r r )
@ t *
. - )
= v - ki
5 .
o
0 -
8 *
50 100 150 200 250
Mean EAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-5mm and chest NCCT-1.25mm
w
.
o+ ¢ &* "
.
.
¥
¢ . » 4 -
. .
. o o
=
i L]
2 .
0 50 100 150 200
Mean EAT volume (cm3)

of chest CECT-5mm and chest CECT-1.25mm

g &
8z
£d
-
5!
<2
i *
,'E:.g - y=089"x+60
828 r=098
=2
g 2% >
50 100 150 200
Chest NCCT-1.25mm volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 120 KV
g
3
v; g‘
Es
2
5 gs
E
sés y=084°x+44
§§ 2 r=0.96
.
50 100 150 200
Chest NCCT-1.25mm volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 100 KV
o
§.%
*
ER_
<F | v
HE
83
%%3‘ y=103"x-42
o8 /t r=098
‘! o
2 o 50 100 150 200

Chest CECT-1.25mm volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 120 KV


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

AEAT volume (cm3)

of chest NCCT-1.25mm minus cardiac NCCT

AEAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-5mm minus cardiac NCCT

S -
o |
(2]
& = . * .
*
. ® .
24 °
0. * o *
*
- .
e |
50 100 150 200 250
Mean EAT volume (cm3)

of chest NCCT-1.25mm and cardiac NCCT
0 |
N

%
=B *
v |
*
=5 ¢ L 00 >
& *
© . . * e .
= L J
h.’I} 4
50 100 150 200 250

Mean EAT volume (cm3)
of chest NCCT-5mm and cardiac NCCT

Chest NCCT-1.25mm EAT volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 100 KV

Chest NCCT-5mm EAT volume (cm3)
with tube energy 100 KV

100 150 200 250

50

100 150 200 250

50

J ‘e
@
*
*
bl y=117"x-82
r=0.98
50 100 150 200 250
Cardiac NCCT EAT volume (cm3)
with tube energy 120 KV
y=1.18"x-9.0
r=0.98
.
50 100 150 200 250

Cardiac NCCT EAT volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 120 KV


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

AEAT volume (cm3)
of chest CECT-1.25mm minus chest NCCT-1.25mm

AEAT volume (cm3)
of chest CECT-5mm minus chest NCCT-5mm

10

-50 -40 -30 -20 -10 O

-60

Mean EAT volume (cm3)
of chest CECT-5mm and chest NCCT-5mm

1T *
J . * .
*
] P .
(Y *
*
4 *
| *
50 100 150 200 250
Mean EAT volume (cm3)
of chest CECT-1.25mm and chest NCCT-1.25mm
- *
*
| . * . e
e &
| M SIS
*
g *»
+*
*
50 100 150 200 250

Chest CECT-125mm EAT volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 120 KV

Chest CECT-5mm EAT volume (cm3)
from with tube energy 120 KV

200 250

150

100

y=082"x-6.2
r=0.98

50

T T T T
50 100 150 200 250

Chest NCCT-125mm EAT volume (cma)
from with tube energy 120 K

200

150

T T
200 250

Chest NCCT-5mm EAT volume&cmS)
from with tube energy 120 K’

T T
50 100 150


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.26.20239053
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

