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HRPC vs. PAV HRPC vs. TPV HRPC vs. NCPV
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Supplementary Figure 3. Correlation between lesion-level and vessel-level plague characteristics. Scatter plots demonstrating the rela-
tionship between the burden of lesion-level and vessel-level risk features. There was a significant positive correlation between the number
of HRPC (x-axis) and (A) PAV, (B) TPV, and (C) NCPV. Pearson’s correlation coefficients (R) and P-values are displayed for each comparison.
HRPC, high-risk plague characteristics; PAV, percent atheroma volume; TPV, total plaque volume; NCPV, non-calcified plaque volume.
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