ILEASPECTIZH T 5 MITHREM DT-6 D#E It EF
- FFREMIBIDEASPECTD LLE -
I ST BT EIRRE  HORFRE O/ 52— (Ono Souichi)
AF0 TEAS BT E Bl REIR it

QERED)!

LM - fifi # HeFractional Flow Reserve: FERIZ, st BIIRIEAS)H 22 (2331 D i D PR E 2 HEH 3 2 F54E TH
5, FFRIZDED T — T VB Rl 22 m & o7 5 / //%TQ?L\ MmA7 F 27 PTCA (percutaneous
transluminal coronary angioplasty)Dii sz E 95K 7L L TR &I D, FRFREIE IHR BEAMRAIETH
L3 SPECTIX ELEG IR TR I A 1L T D, BRI AR T 572D I I 3IHR A e A B 2 &
o, At H BT LASPECTIZ R DPTCADRE R F 43K HZETH D,

[x4:]
L A2 B IEIC LD DA SPECT 36 L OYE B RIS #2 12 CRFRANE L= VR A D A5 3 2 1 Mk O
B . AP(angina pectoris)28f5. SMi(silent myocardial ischemia) 1631, FZ+441 . 5142645, 44184,

[5ik]
LT IR N A Z R T 5,

1.FFRE DM TEEFE =R Response Rate (RR) D Lk

2.FFR>0.8LFFR=0.8DJE FIHERIZ 331 HRRO L

3.FFREZEHIEMIBIVEL M L =R Washout Rate(WR)?D i

4.FFR> 0.8 FFR= 0.8 DIEFIREFIZ 31T DWRD L

5.PTCA# i~ K 1-& L CORREWRD L

FEEHENTIZL.3IZ DWW TFIAE T <~ DNERATINC LD BIREUZ LY | 2,412 DWW TI MG A IESL A &

BRI T ZENTENDESBMERRDOENTNDED TAF 2—F VORI EICLVIT 72, 5Ic>WV Tk
ROC(receiver operator characteristic) Iz VT -72, 9725, FFR=0.84PTCAF# jix CIRHEOD) . FFR
<0.8%PTCAG (RAET) ELROCHENT &1 T o172,

[ R]

1.FFR&Response RateFIZH BAHRZ #8870 h 7= (Fig. 1),

2.PTCAJE#IGRE (FFR=0.8) EPTCAj#E T (FFR<0.8) DRJIZH51F DResponse RatelZ & 72458207
(Fig.2),

60 RR(%)
50 o

40

1.20

[+]
-40

FFR<0.8 FFR=0.8

Response Rate (%)
=)

Fractional Flow Reserve

Fig.1 Relationship between FFR and RR. Fig.2 Comparison of mean RR between FFR<0.8
Y=25.792X - 8.6333 r=0.25 p=0.1061 groups and FFR=0.8 groups. p=0.0659
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Fig.3 Relationship between FFR and mean MIBI WR.  Fig.4 Comparison of MIBI WR between FFR<0.8 groups

Y=-22.831X + 33.918 r=-0.42 p=0.00462
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and FFR=0.8 groups.

n1=26 averagel =20.6 o 1:8.2
VS n2:18 average2=13.3 02:8.8

p=0.00706
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Fig.5 ROC Receiver Operating Characteristic Analysis.
AUC(Area Under the Curve) Response Rate:0.6624,
Washout Rate:0.7372 (P=0.4636 >0.05).

Cutoff =Response Rate :13.1%,FPF=0.389,TPF=0.731
Washout Rate : 14.6%,FPF=0.278,TPF=0.808
Odds Ratio = 4.625 (Response Rate): 10.92(Washout Rate)
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