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FIGURE 6
Receiver operating characteristics curve for GLS, GCS, and ECV
mapping and pairwise parameter for differentiating between
Mayo /Il AL amyloidosis and HCM patients. As shown, a
GCS < -164%, GLS < -11.6%, or ECV > 33.2% could predict
Mayo I/l amyloidosis from HCM patients. Among them, the
combined diagnostic performance of GLS, GCS, and ECV
mapping can well distinguish Mayo I/l AL amyloidosis patients
from hypertrophic cardiomyopathy (AUC = 0.969, Youden
index = 0.813). HCM, hypertrophic cardiomyopathy patients;
ECV, extracellular volume; GLS, global longitudinal strain; GRS,
global radial strain; AUC, area under the curve.
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TABLES The diagnostic value of cardiovascular magnetic resonance to differentiate between Mayo stage I/ AL CA and HCM patients.

Multi-parameters of CMR for differentiating between Mayo stage I/IT AL CA patients and HCM subjects

AUC Cut-off Youden index Sensitivity Specificity

GCS (%) 0.893 -164 0.708 0.875 0.833
GLS (%) 0.753 —1L6 0.521 0.938 0.583
ECV (%) 0.777 332 048 0.938 0.542
GLS +GCS 0.896 0.75 0.875 0.875
GLS +ECV 0.893 0.708 0.875 0.844
GCS + ECV 0.943 0771 0.813 0.958
GLS + GCS + ECV 0.969 0.813 0.813 1

AL CA, cardiac light-chai is; HCM., patients; GCS, global circ itudinal strain; ECV, volume.
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Outcome of Death According to Analysis Population Risk Difference (95% Cl) Noninferiority
percentage points margin
Primary outcome i
Death from any cause, intention-to-treat population —_—t— y
Death from any cause, per-protocol population — E
Secondary outcome
PE-related death, intention-to-treat population ——
PE-related death, per-protocol population -
Possible PE-related death, intention-to-treat population —to—
Possible PE-related death, per-protocol population —_
Unlikely PE-related death, intention-to-treat population —_—
Unlikely PE-related death, per-protocol population ——
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Aspirin Better LMWH Better




