BACKGROUND/ABSTRACT BACKSCATTER COEFFICIENT (BSC) BSC DERIVATION (CONT.)
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Volume-welighted concentration Is more
sensitive to changes in the bubble size
distribution of a sealed vial over time.
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Variation in bubble concentration (500x-10000x) caused a significant
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The derivation of the backscatter performance corroborated the
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BSC is a key parameter and better indication for engineering equivalence

of Lumason™ contrast agent.

This study will facilitate development and regulatory review of generic
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