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The prevalence and economic burden of coronary artery disease are high. New noninvasive diagnostic
imaging methods have evolved in recent decades, including coronary computed tomography angiography and cardiac magnetic resonance angiography. Investigations into functional ischemic parameters
have also been added to anatomical imaging to improve diagnostic performance, including the fractional
ﬂow reserve calculated from contrast computed tomography, perfusion computed tomography, perfusion
cardiac magnetic resonance imaging, a combination of coronary computed tomography angiography
with myocardial perfusion scintigraphy and the myocardial ﬂow reserve calculated from perfusion
positron emission tomography. In this article, we will discuss progress in noninvasive imaging modalities
for the diagnosis of coronary artery disease and trends for the future.
Copyright Ó 2013, Buddhist Compassion Relief Tzu Chi Foundation. Published by Elsevier Taiwan LLC. All
rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
Despite advances in diagnosis, prevention and treatment, coronary artery disease (CAD) is still a prevalent disease worldwide.
Data from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
2007e2010 showed that an estimated 15.4 million Americans 20
years of age have CAD [1]. CAD causes a large economic burden,
which is growing with its increasing prevalence.
The traditional noninvasive imaging modality for CAD is
myocardial perfusion scintigraphy (MPS), which can assess physiological evidence of signiﬁcant coronary artery stenosis. Emerging
noninvasive modalities include coronary computed tomography
angiography (CCTA) and cardiac magnetic resonance imaging
(CMRI) angiography, which provide anatomical evidence of CAD.
However, the anatomical information lacks hemodynamic information for CAD and the literature has demonstrated that anatomical lesions do not correlate with the ischemic indicator, the
fractional ﬂow reserve (FFR) [2]. During the past few years, the
trend has changed to incorporate anatomical images with
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functional parameters to make up for the disadvantages of
anatomical imaging modalities. In this review, we discuss the
recent evolution of noninvasive imaging modalities for the diagnosis of CAD, and also the recent usage of positron emission tomography (PET) in CAD.
The traditional noninvasive imaging approach to detecting CAD
is radionuclide myocardial perfusion imaging (Fig. 1). This tool
provides pathophysiological evidence of CAD. However, sometimes
there are nondiagnostic or conﬂicting situations that require coronary angiography (CA) for anatomical assessment. Unfortunately,
CA is invasive and expensive, and may result in severe complications such as coronary artery dissection. Thus, noninvasive
anatomical imaging modalities were developed. CMRI angiography
was ﬁrst described by Manning et al in 1993 and CCTA was ﬁrst
described by Moshage et al in 1995 [3,4].
2. Diagnostic performance of CCTA and CMRI angiography
CCTA demonstrates excellent coronary artery anatomy (Fig. 2)
and many single-center trials have investigated its diagnostic performance. In a systemic review of 23 studies with a total of 2045
patients with suspected or known CAD, Stein et al compared 64slice CCTA with invasive CA in the diagnosis of CAD [5]. The
sensitivity for detecting signiﬁcant stenosis (50%) in patient-
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Fig. 1. Myocardial perfusion scintigraphy shows myocardial ischemia at the apical
segment of the left ventricle.
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widely varying diagnostic performance with sensitivities of 81.3%
(OMCAS) to 99% (Meijboom et al) and speciﬁcities of 64% (Meijboom et al) to 93.3% (OMCAS). The PPV also varied widely from 64%
(ACCURACY) to 91.6% (OMCAS) and the NPV from 83% (CORE 64) to
99% (ACCURACY) [7e10]. The varied results might be related to
different prevalences of CAD among the patient groups in the
different trials. With a lower CAD prevalence (ACCURACY trial), the
diagnostic performance was more similar to those in single-center
trials. However, the higher CAD prevalence in other multicenter
trials resulted in a more variable diagnostic performance. This may
also indicate that more multicenter trials are needed for better
documentation of the diagnostic performance of CCTA [11].
Nevertheless, to sum up the results from single-center and multicenter studies, the NPV of CCTA is still valuable for low-risk patients
to rule out CAD.
Two multicenter studies of CMRI are available. In the earlier
study, which included 109 patients with comparison to invasive CA,
CMRI had an overall sensitivity and speciﬁcity of 93% and 42%
respectively for detecting 50% coronary artery stenosis [12]. The
more recent multicenter study of 138 patients yielded a patientbased sensitivity, speciﬁcity, PPV and NPV of 88%, 72%, 71% and
88%, respectively [13]. The diagnostic performance of CMRI angiography was inferior to that of CCTA.
3. Downstream results comparison with MPS

based evaluations was not less than 90% and the speciﬁcity in
patient-based evaluations was 88%. The positive predictive value
(PPV) for patient-based evaluations varied widely according to
vascular site (69e93%), and the negative predictive value (NPV) was
96e100%. Another meta-analysis investigating 28 studies including
1286 patients yielded similar results [6]. The per-patient pooled
sensitivity, speciﬁcity, PPV and NPV were 99%, 89%, 93% and 100%,
respectively. The high NPV has prompted the use of CCTA to rule out
CAD.
Multicenter studies, however, have had more variable results.
Four multicenter studies investigating the use of CCTA in diagnosing CAD, the Assessment by Coronary Computed Tomographic
Angiography of Individuals Undergoing Invasive Coronary Angiography (ACCURACY), The Coronary Artery Evaluation Using
64-Row Multidetector Computed Tomography Angiography (CORE
64), Meijboom et al and Ontario Multi-detector Computed Tomographic Coronary Angiography Study (OMCAS) studies, showed

The downstream results including patients’ health outcomes,
subsequent procedures and cost-effectiveness of CCTA compared
with MPS, have been less investigated. Min et al demonstrated that
patients without known CAD initially evaluated by CCTA had lower
subsequent costs (around 30%) compared with patients initially
evaluated by MPS. Although healthcare expenditures were lower,
the health outcomes were similar, including CAD-related hospitalization, myocardial infarction, onset of angina, and CAD outpatient
visits [14]. A more recent prospective study of 180 patients presenting with chest pain and suspected CAD who were followed-up
for 55 days showed similar results [15]. In contrast, Shreibati et al’s
retrospective study which included 282,830 patients showed that
total spending and CAD-related spending were signiﬁcantly higher
in the CCTA group than the MPS group. There was more noninvasive
and invasive cardiac testing and more revascularization in the CCTA
group [16]. This can be explained by a higher prevalence of CAD in

Fig. 2. (A) A coronary computed tomography angiography reformatted image reveals stenosis in the right coronary artery (arrow). (B) Coronary computed tomography angiography
in another patient shows absence of the right coronary artery, indicating complete occlusion of the right coronary artery.
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the Shreibati et al study and the fact that CCTA is not cost-effective
in populations with a high pretest likelihood of CAD [11]. In this
group, patients with anatomical stenosis on CCTA without signiﬁcant ischemia may undergo unnecessary revascularization.
4. Limitations of CCTA and CMRI angiography
Although the NPV of CCTA is high, this modality has several
limitations. A rapid heart rate, irregular rhythm and severe coronary calciﬁcation interfere with image quality [17,18]. This was
demonstrated in the ACCURACY trial, where the speciﬁcity fell from
83% to 53% in patients with an Agatston score greater than 400
units [7]. In addition, narrow coronary arteries (diameter <1.5 mm)
cannot be analyzed and have been excluded from most trials of
CCTA. Small-artery CAD is often undiagnosed.
Intracoronary metal stents, which produce metal artifact in
CCTA and image distortion in CMRI angiography, mask nearby
coronary lesions. Also, many implants such as cardiac pacemakers
and deﬁbrillators are contraindicated in CMRI examinations [19].
Recent studies have demonstrated that stenosis on angiography
does not correlate with the FFR. Meijboom et al used the FFR in
invasive coronary angiography as the reference standard to calculate the correlation between ischemic indicators and anatomical
lesions. The correlation coefﬁcient of quantitative CCTA and the FFR
was e0.32; and that of quantitative invasive coronary angiography
and the FFR was e0.30 [2]. These results indicate that coronary
stenosis on angiography does not necessarily represent ischemia.
Patients may therefore be over-treated if only angiographic results
are considered. The limitations of anatomical imaging have
prompted the emergence of new functional imaging.
Recent imaging strategies have included a combination of
anatomical images with functional parameters. Examples include a
combination of CCTA with MPS (CCTA/MPS), CCTA with perfusion
computed tomography (CCTA/CTP), CCTA with FFRCT (FFR calculated
by CCTA), and CMRI perfusion images and cardiac perfusion PET.

of 2.6 [20]. The same measures for CCTA/MPS were 96%, 95%, 77%
and 99%, respectively, with a positive likelihood ratio of 19.2. This
suggests that with a combination of MPS, speciﬁcity can be
improved. However, the speciﬁcity of CCTA alone in this study was
much lower than that in previously published data [5,6]. A possible
explanation for this is that CCTA was performed by 16-slice
computed tomography, which may provide poor quality images
compared with 64-slice computed tomography. More recently, Sato
et al used 64-slice computed tomography and the diagnostic performance was better [21].
6. CCTA/CTP
CCTA is limited to anatomical evaluation and cardiac perfusion
computed tomography has been investigated to provide functional
information. A recent systemic review and meta-analysis evaluated
the diagnostic performance of vasodilator stress cardiac computed
tomography perfusion imaging in CAD [22]. If only vasodilator
stress perfusion imaging was used, the speciﬁcity was only 59%
when invasive coronary angiography was used as a reference. The
results were unfavorable compared with MPS (which has a speciﬁcity of 76% based on a recent systemic review and meta-analysis)
[23]. However, CCTA/CTP showed excellent diagnostic performance
when combined with invasive coronary angiography using MPS as
a reference; the sensitivity, speciﬁcity, PPV and NPV were 86%, 92%,
92% and 85%, respectively. A similar diagnostic performance was
obtained for CCTA/CTP when invasive coronary angiography with
the FFR was used as a reference; the pooled sensitivity, speciﬁcity,
PPV and NPV in the two studies were 81%, 93%, 87% and 88%,
respectively [22]. Although the results of CCTA/CTP seemed
promising, the sample sizes in the studies were relatively small,
with only 26 patients in the study comparing CCTA/CTP to a combination of invasive coronary angiography with MPS, and a total of
75 patients in the comparison of CCTA/CTP to invasive coronary
angiography with the FFR. Thus, more trials are needed for further
validation of the usage of CCTA/CTP in diagnosing CAD.

5. Combination of CCTA and MPS
7. CCTA with FFRCT
Rispler et al evaluated the diagnostic performance of CCTA/MPS
in 56 patients, and the sensitivity, speciﬁcity, PPV and NPV of CCTA
alone for the detection of greater than 50% coronary stenosis were
96%, 63%, 31% and 99%, respectively, with a positive likelihood ratio

Recently, evidence has shown that CCTA/FFRCT has good performance in diagnosing CAD. The Diagnosis of Ischemia-Causing
Stenoses Obtained Via Noninvasive Fractional Flow Reserve

Fig. 3. (A) Left anterior descending artery stenosis on coronary computed tomography angiography in the study by Min et al. (B) The FFR calculated by coronary computed tomography angiography is <0.80 (arrowhead) [26].
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Table 1
Comparison of diagnostic performance between cardiac magnetic resonance imaging (CMRI) and myocardial perfusion scintigraphy (MPS).
Reference

Patients

Prevalence
of CAD

Comparison

Sensitivity
(95% CI)

Speciﬁcity
(95% CI)

PPV (95% CI)

NPV (95% CI)

AUC (95% CI)

MR-IMPACT II
[33,34]
CE-MARC [35]

515 (60  10 y,
73% male)
752 (60  10 y,
63% male)

49%

CMRI vs. MPS

39%

CMRI vs. MPS

75
59
87
67

59
72
83
83

70
73
77
71

65
60
91
79

0.75
0.65
0.84
0.69

(68e82) vs.
(49e69)
(82e90) vs.
(60e72)

(51e67) vs.
(58e86)
(80e87) vs.
(79e86)

(65e75) vs.
(65e81)
(72e82) vs.
(65e77)

(60e70) vs.
(57e53)
(87e93) vs.
(75e83)






0.02 vs.
0.03
0.03 vs.
0.04

AUC ¼ area under the curve; CAD ¼ coronary artery disease; CI ¼ conﬁdence interval; NPV ¼ negative predictive value; PPV ¼ positive predictive value.

(DISCOVER-FLOW) study analyzed the diagnostic performance of
CCTA/FFRCT with the reference of invasive CA and the FFR in 103
patients. The per-segment based sensitivity, speciﬁcity, PPV, NPV
and accuracy were 87.9%, 82.2%, 73.9%, 92.2% and 84.3%, respectively, with an area under the receiver-operator characteristics
curve (AUC) of 0.90. The diagnostic performance greatly exceeded
that of CCTA alone (same statistical measures 91.4%, 39.6%, 46.5%,
88.9% and 58.5%, respectively). The study also demonstrated a
good correlation (r ¼ 0.717) between the FFRCT and FFR [24,25]. A
more recent and larger trial by Min et al included 252 patients for
per-patient based analysis using invasive CA and the FFR as a
reference. The sensitivity, speciﬁcity, PPV, NPV and accuracy for
CCTA/FFRCT were 90%, 54%, 67%, 84% and 73%, respectively, with
an AUC of 0.81; the results for CCTA only were 84%, 42%, 61%, 72%
and 64%, with an AUC of 0.68 (Fig. 3) [26]. Although the diagnostic
performance was not as impressive as in the DISCOVER-FLOW
study, it consistently outperformed CCTA alone and it seems
promising that the functional ischemic indicator, the FFR, can be
measured noninvasively.
8. CMRI perfusion images
Two large trials have compared the diagnostic performance of
CMRI and MPS in CAD: the Magnetic Resonance Imaging for
Myocardial Perfusion Assessment in Coronary Artery Disease Trial
(MR IMPACT II) [27,28] and The Clinical Evaluation of MAgnetic
Resonance imaging in Coronary heart disease study (CE-MARC)
(Table 1) [29].
In MR-IMPACT II, the sensitivity of CMRI was better than that of
MPS (75% vs. 59%); however, the speciﬁcity of MPS (72%) was better

Fig. 4. In the CE-MARC trial, late gadolinium-enhanced cardiac magnetic resonance
imaging shows a transmural inferior myocardial infarct (arrow) [29].

than that of CMRI (59%). The calculated positive likelihood ratios of
CMRI and MPS were 1.83 and 2.11, respectively. The MR-IMPACT II
showed that the AUC of CMRI signiﬁcantly outperformed that of
both gated and non-gated MPS.
The CE-MARC study (Fig. 4) showed that the sensitivity [29],
speciﬁcity, PPV, NPV and AUC were all better than MPS (Table 1),
indicating that the diagnostic performance of CMRI is better than
MPS.
The sensitivity of MPS in the two studies, however, was unexpectedly low and was inconsistent with previously reported results
from multiple single-center and multicenter trials [23,30]. Flotats
et al and Schaefer et al also demonstrated that the difference may
be due to the technical limitations of single-photon emission
computed tomography (SPECT) [31,32].
Another randomized controlled trial, the Cost-Effectiveness of
Functional Cardiac Testing trial (CECaT trial), evaluated different
functional cardiac tests in the diagnosis and management of CAD in
comparison with angiography in 898 patients. The results showed
that MPS was as useful as angiography in identifying patients who
should undergo revascularization and the additional cost was not
signiﬁcant. On the contrary, CMRI had the largest number of test
failures [33]. Therefore, as it is a new technique, CMRI still requires
further work and more multicenter studies before adoption in
routine clinical practice.

9. Cardiac perfusion PET
Although not used widely in clinical practice, cardiac PET
perfusion imaging offers technical beneﬁts over MPS with SPECT. A
recent meta-analysis using invasive coronary angiography as a
reference standard demonstrated that the sensitivities of cardiac
perfusion PET and SPECT MPS were 92.6% (95% conﬁdence interval:
88.3e95.5%) and 88.3% (95% conﬁdence interval: 86.4e90.0%) with
p ¼ 0.035. No signiﬁcant difference in speciﬁcity was noted between the two image modalities [34]. PET offers improved image

Fig. 5. An apical perfusion defect is demonstrated by perfusion radiotracer (13Nammonia) whereas 18F-ﬂuorodeoxyglucose positron emission tomography shows no
decrease in glucose metabolism. This typical perfusionemetabolism mismatch indicates viable myocardium under ischemia [37].
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Table 2
Limitations and advantages of existing noninvasive diagnostic modalities.

Angiography-based
images

Image tool

Limitation

Advantage

CCTA

Tachycardia, irregular rhythm, coronary calciﬁcation,
diameter <1.5 mm, contrast nephropathy or allergy,
lack functional parameter
Same as above except the functional parameter

The procedure is fast, good spatial resolution,
high NPV in low risk patients

CCTA/FFRCT
Perfusion images

CCTA/MPS
CCTA/CTP
CMRI

PET (Perfusion/MFR
and metabolism)

Radiation hazards
Similar to CCTA, except the limitation of vascular
diameter and functional parameter
Metal implants, irregular rhythm or breath,
technology insufﬁciency or operator inexperience,
nephrogenic systemic ﬁbrosis
Expensive, less accessible, lack of anatomical
information

The procedure is fast, good spatial resolution,
provides a functional parameter to CCTA
Provides a functional parameter to CCTA
The procedure is fast, good spatial resolution,
provides a functional parameter to CCTA
No ionizing radiation, delayed enhanced image
can assess viability
Better diagnostic performance than SPECT,
MFR improves the sensitivity for balanced ischemia,
can assess viability, no contrast-related adverse
effects, rhythm or breath is not a concern

CCTA ¼ coronary computed tomography angiography; CMRI ¼ cardiac magnetic resonance imaging; CTP ¼ perfusion computed tomography; FFRCT ¼ fractional ﬂow reserve
measured by computed tomography; MFR ¼ myocardial ﬂow reserve; MPS ¼ myocardial perfusion scintigraphy; NPV ¼ negative predictive value; PET ¼ positron emission
tomography.

quality, more interpretive conﬁdence and better inter-reader
agreement compared with SPECT [35]. However, PET perfusion
imaging has poor sensitivity in detecting balanced myocardial
ischemia. This limitation may be overcome by the use of the
myocardial ﬂow reserve (MFR) [36]. Fiechter et al assessed the
diagnostic performance of N-13 ammonia perfusion PET with MFR
in 73 patients using invasive coronary angiography as a standard of
reference. When the cutoff was less than 2.0 for the global MFR, the
sensitivity, speciﬁcity, PPV, NPV and accuracy of perfusion PET/MFR
were 96%, 80%, 93%, 89% and 92%, respectively. The same results for
perfusion PET images were only 79%, 80%, 91%, 59%, and 79%,
respectively. The sensitivity, NPV and accuracy were signiﬁcantly
improved (p < 0.05) when the MFR was used [36]. This ﬁnding
indicates that adding MFR can compensate for limitations in diagnosing balanced myocardial ischemia.
Another merit of PET in evaluating CAD is the use of F-18 ﬂuorodeoxyglucose PET in evaluating myocardial viability (Fig. 5) [37].
Although there are other noninvasive modalities capable of
assessing myocardial viability, such as delayed contrast-enhanced

MRI and stress echocardiography [38], diagnosis of a hibernating
myocardium by ﬂow-metabolism mismatch cannot currently be
replaced by other examinations. Information on myocardial hibernation is very important in the management of CAD because
revascularization can allow resumption of myocardial function,
while an infarcted or scarred myocardium does not beneﬁt from
this procedure.
10. The future of CAD diagnosis
Data from currently available studies show promising results in
the diagnosis of CAD with emerging noninvasive imaging modalities. However, the evidence is insufﬁcient for each technique to be
used routinely in clinical practice. New technologies are being
invented, including dual-energy computed tomographic techniques to evaluate the myocardial blood pool as well as newer PET
myocardial perfusion tracer ﬂurpiridaz F 18 imaging [39,40].
The current trend is to add more functional parameters to
traditional anatomical imaging to improve the accuracy and

Fig. 6. Diagnostic algorithm for non-invasive imaging modalities. Note that for low-risk patients, CCTA alone is enough according to the evidence. However, CTP and FFRCT can be
performed simultaneously. (CAD ¼ coronary artery disease; CMRI ¼ cardiac magnetic resonance imaging; MPS ¼ myocardial perfusion scintigraphy; CCTA ¼ coronary computed
tomography angiography; CTP ¼ perfusion computed tomography; FFRCT ¼ fractional ﬂow reserve measured by computed tomography; FDG ¼ ﬂuorodeoxyglucose; PET ¼ positron
emission tomography.)
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overcome existing limitations (Table 2). For angiography-based
images, although FFRCT adds functional information to CCTA, it
still cannot assess vessels narrower than 1.5 mm; perfusion images,
however, are not limited by vascular caliber. Clinicians need to be
cautious about the potential insufﬁciency of using invasive coronary angiography or the FFR as a reference standard for assessing
the diagnostic performance of emerging image tools. Small vascular
stenosis may not be detected by invasive coronary angiography or
the FFR, but it can appear as a perfusion defect on perfusion images.
This then can be erroneously registered as a false-positive ﬁnding
[29]. For this reason, investigators may have to consider which tool
(or tools) should be used as a reference standard for assessing the
diagnostic performance of imaging modalities in CAD.

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

11. Conclusion
In recent decades several new noninvasive imaging modalities
have emerged, and most studies have shown promising results.
Each of the tools has limitations and advantages over the others
(Table 2). In diagnostic performance, the high NPV for CCTA suggests its use in ruling out CAD. The downstream results of CCTA in
comparison with MPS, however, have been conﬂicting. This suggests that CCTA might be better than MPS only in low-risk groups.
For the other tools, data are insufﬁcient to make conclusions about
their use in comparison with MPS, the most commonly used
noninvasive diagnostic modality today. The algorithm in Fig. 6 may
help in understanding the roles of various modalities in diagnosing
CAD. With advancements in technology, the references used in
assessing diagnostic performance might become unsuitable. Analogously, the diagnosis of CAD might not be sufﬁcient with invasive
angiography only, since small vascular stenosis cannot be detected.
Finally, new noninvasive image modalities are emerging and the
race between different tools for CAD diagnosis continues. Newer
technologies seek better diagnostic accuracy, lower radiation dosages, more functional parameters and more delicate images.
However, all efforts should eventually be examined against health
outcomes and cost-effectiveness to ascertain the beneﬁts to
patients.
References
[1] Go AS, Mozaffarian D, Roger VL, Benjamin EJ, Berry JD, Borden WB, et al. Heart
disease and stroke statisticse2013 update: a report from the American Heart
Association. Circulation 2013;127:e6e245.
[2] Meijboom WB, Van Mieghem CA, van Pelt N, Weustink A, Pugliese F,
Mollet NR, et al. Comprehensive assessment of coronary artery stenoses:
computed tomography coronary angiography versus conventional coronary
angiography and correlation with fractional ﬂow reserve in patients with
stable angina. J Am Coll Cardiol 2008;52:636e43.
[3] Manning WJ, Li W, Edelman RR. A preliminary report comparing magnetic
resonance coronary angiography with conventional angiography. N Engl J
Med 1993;328:828e32.
[4] Moshage WE, Achenbach S, Seese B, Bachmann K, Kirchgeorg M. Coronary
artery stenoses: three-dimensional imaging with electrocardiographically
triggered, contrast agent-enhanced, electron-beam CT. Radiology 1995;196:
707e14.
[5] Stein PD, Yaekoub AY, Matta F, Sostman HD. 64-slice CT for diagnosis of
coronary artery disease: a systematic review. Am J Med 2008;121:715e25.
[6] Mowatt G, Cook JA, Hillis GS, Walker S, Fraser C, Jia X, et al. 64-Slice computed
tomography angiography in the diagnosis and assessment of coronary artery
disease: systematic review and meta-analysis. Heart 2008;94:1386e93.
[7] Budoff MJ, Dowe D, Jollis JG, Gitter M, Sutherland J, Halamert E, et al. Diagnostic performance of 64-multidetector row coronary computed tomographic
angiography for evaluation of coronary artery stenosis in individuals without
known coronary artery disease: results from the prospective multicenter
ACCURACY trial. J Am Coll Cardiol 2008;52:1724e32.
[8] Miller JM, Rochitte CE, Dewey M, Arbab-Zadeh A, Niinuma H, Gottlieb I, et al.
Diagnostic performance of coronary angiography by 64-row CT. N Engl J Med
2008;359:2324e36.
[9] Meijboom WB, Meijs MF, Schuijf JD, Cramer MJ, Mollet NR, van Mieghem CA,
et al. Diagnostic accuracy of 64-slice computed tomography coronary

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

211

angiography: a prospective, multicenter, multivendor study. J Am Coll Cardiol
2008;52:2135e44.
Chow BJ, Freeman MR, Bowen JM, Levin L, Hopkins RB, Provost Y, et al. Ontario
multidetector computed tomographic coronary angiography study: ﬁeld
evaluation of diagnostic accuracy. Arch Intern Med 2011;171:1021e9.
Nance Jr JW, Bamberg F, Schoepf UJ. Coronary computed tomography angiography in patients with chronic chest pain: systematic review of evidence
base and cost-effectiveness. J Thorac Imaging 2012;27:277e88.
Kim WY, Danias PG, Stuber M, Flamm SD, Plein S, Nagel E, et al. Coronary
magnetic resonance angiography for the detection of coronary stenoses.
N Engl J Med 2001;345:1863e9.
Kato S, Kitagawa K, Ishida N, Ishida M, Nagata M, Ichikawa Y, et al. Assessment
of coronary artery disease using magnetic resonance coronary angiography: a
national multicenter trial. J Am Coll Cardiol 2010;56:983e91.
Min JK, Shaw LJ, Berman DS, Gilmore A, Kang N. Costs and clinical outcomes in
individuals without known coronary artery disease undergoing coronary
computed tomographic angiography from an analysis of Medicare category III
transaction codes. Am J Cardiol 2008;102:672e8.
Min JK, Koduru S, Dunning AM, Cole JH, Hines JL, Greenwell D, et al. Coronary
CT angiography versus myocardial perfusion imaging for near-term quality of
life, cost and radiation exposure: a prospective multicenter randomized pilot
trial. J Cardiovasc Comput Tomogr 2012;6:274e83.
Shreibati JB, Baker LC, Hlatky MA. Association of coronary CT angiography or
stress testing with subsequent utilization and spending among Medicare
beneﬁciaries. JAMA 2011;306:2128e36.
Gerber TC, Kuzo RS, Lane GE, O’Brien PC, Karstaedt N, Morin RL, et al. Image
quality in a standardized algorithm for minimally invasive coronary angiography with multislice spiral computed tomography. J Comput Assist Tomogr
2003;27:62e9.
Raff GL, Gallagher MJ, O’Neill WW, Goldstein JA. Diagnostic accuracy of
noninvasive coronary angiography using 64-slice spiral computed tomography. J Am Coll Cardiol 2005;46:552e7.
American College of Cardiology Foundation Task Force on Expert Consensus
Documents, Hundley WG, Bluemke DA, Finn JP, Flamm SD, Fogel MA, et al.
ACCF/ACR/AHA/NASCI/SCMR 2010 expert consensus document on cardiovascular magnetic resonance: a report of the American College of Cardiology
Foundation Task Force on Expert Consensus Documents. J Am Coll Cardiol
2010;55:2614e62.
Rispler S, Keidar Z, Ghersin E, Roguin A, Soil A, Dragu R, et al. Integrated
single-photon emission computed tomography and computed tomography
coronary angiography for the assessment of hemodynamically signiﬁcant
coronary artery lesions. J Am Coll Cardiol 2007;49:1059e67.
Sato A, Nozato T, Hikita H, Miyazaki S, Takahashi Y, Kuwahara T, et al. Incremental value of combining 64-slice computed tomography angiography
with stress nuclear myocardial perfusion imaging to improve noninvasive
detection of coronary artery disease. J Nucl Cardiol 2010;17:19e26.
Tashakkor AY, Nicolaou S, Leipsic J, Mancini GB. The emerging role of cardiac
computed tomography for the assessment of coronary perfusion: a systematic
review and meta-analysis. Can J Cardiol 2012;28:413e22.
Al Moudi M, Sun Z, Lenzo N. Diagnostic value of SPECT, PET and PET/CT in the
diagnosis of coronary artery disease: a systematic review. Biomed Imaging
Interv J 2011;7:e9.
Min JK, Koo BK, Erglis A, Doh JH, Daniels DV, Jegere S, et al. Effect of image
quality on diagnostic accuracy of noninvasive fractional ﬂow reserve: results
from the prospective multicenter international DISCOVER-FLOW study.
J Cardiovasc Comput Tomogr 2012;6:191e9.
Koo BK, Erglis A, Doh JH, Daniels DV, Jegere S, Kim HS, et al. Diagnosis of
ischemia-causing coronary stenoses by noninvasive fractional ﬂow reserve
computed from coronary computed tomographic angiograms. Results from
the prospective multicenter DISCOVER-FLOW (Diagnosis of Ischemia-Causing
Stenoses Obtained Via Noninvasive Fractional Flow Reserve) study. J Am Coll
Cardiol 2011;58:1989e97.
Min JK, Leipsic J, Pencina MJ, Berman DS, Koo BK, van Mieghem C, et al.
Diagnostic accuracy of fractional ﬂow reserve from anatomic CT angiography.
JAMA 2012;308:1237e45.
Schwitter J, Wacker CM, Wilke N, Al-Saadi N, Sauer E, Huettle K, et al. MR-IMPACT
II: Magnetic Resonance Imaging for Myocardial Perfusion Assessment in Coronary artery disease Trial: perfusion-cardiac magnetic resonance vs. single-photon
emission computed tomography for the detection of coronary artery disease: a
comparative multicentre, multivendor rial. Eur Heart J 2013;34:775e81.
Schwitter J, Wacker CM, Wilke N, Al-Saadi N, Sauer E, Huettle K, et al. Superior
diagnostic performance of perfusion-cardiovascular magnetic resonance
versus SPECT to detect coronary artery disease: the secondary endpoints of
the multicenter multivendor MR-IMPACT II (Magnetic Resonance Imaging for
Myocardial Perfusion Assessment in Coronary Artery Disease Trial).
J Cardiovasc Magn Reson 2012;14:61.
Greenwood JP, Maredia N, Younger JF, Brown JM, Nixon J, Everett CC, et al.
Cardiovascular magnetic resonance and single-photon emission computed
tomography for diagnosis of coronary heart disease (CE-MARC): a prospective
trial. Lancet 2012;379:453e60.
Underwood SR, Anagnostopoulos C, Cerqueira M, Ell PJ, Flint EJ, Harbinson M,
et al. Myocardial perfusion scintigraphy: the evidence. Eur J Nucl Med Mol
Imaging 2004;31:261e91.
Flotats A, Bengel FM, Knuuti J, Le Guludec D, Marcassa C. CMR versus SPECT
for diagnosis of coronary heart disease. Lancet 2012;379:2147e8.

212

W.-C. Lan et al. / Tzu Chi Medical Journal 25 (2013) 206e212

[32] Schaefer WM, Knollmann D, Meyer PT. CMR versus SPECT for diagnosis of
coronary heart disease. Lancet 2012;379:2147e8.
[33] Sharples L, Hughes V, Crean A, Dyer M, Buxton M, Goldsmith K, et al. Costeffectiveness of functional cardiac testing in the diagnosis and management of
coronary artery disease: a randomised controlled trial. The CECaT trial. Health
Technol Assess 2007;11:iiieiiv. ixe115.
[34] Parker MW, Iskandar A, Limone B, Perugini A, Kim H, Jones C, et al. Diagnostic
accuracy of cardiac positron emission tomography versus single photon
emission computed tomography for coronary artery disease: a bivariate metaanalysis. Circ Cardiovasc Imaging 2012;5:700e7.
[35] Flotats A, Bravo PE, Fukushima K, Chaudhry MA, Merrill J, Bengel FM. 82Rb PET
myocardial perfusion imaging is superior to 99mTc-labelled agent SPECT in
patients with known or suspected coronary artery disease. Eur J Nucl Med Mol
Imaging 2012;39:1233e9.

[36] Fiechter M, Ghadri JR, Gebhard C, Fuchs TA, Pazhenkottil AP, Nkoulou RN,
et al. Diagnostic value of 13N-ammonia myocardial perfusion PET: added
value of myocardial ﬂow reserve. J Nucl Med 2012;53:1230e4.
[37] Harvey AZ, Janis PO, James HT. Nuclear medicine: the requisites in radiology.
3rd ed. Philadelphia: Elsevier’s Health Sciences; 2006.
[38] Shabana A, El-Menyar A. Myocardial viability: what we knew and what is
new. Cardiol Res Pract 2012;2012:607486.
[39] Kang DK, Schoepf UJ, Bastarrika G, Nance Jr JW, Abro JA, Ruzsics B. Dual-energy computed tomography for integrative imaging of coronary artery disease: principles and clinical applications. Semin Ultrasound CT MR 2010;31:
276e91.
[40] Berman DS, Germano G, Slomka PJ. Improvement in PET myocardial perfusion
image quality and quantiﬁcation with ﬂurpiridaz F 18. J Nucl Cardiol
2012;19(Suppl. 1):S38e45.

