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H.7.3 Monitoring strategies and tools for people with late age-related macular degeneration (wet active)

RQ23b: What strategies and tools are useful for monitoring for people with late AMD (wet active)?
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SD-Optical coherence tomography vs FA
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Neovascular AMD activities (PED)
SD-Optical coherence tomography vs FA
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TD-Optical coherence tomography vs FA (analysis unit: sets of OCT and FA)
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Neovascular AMD activities (subretinal fluid)
SD-Optical coherence tomography vs FA
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Neovascular AMD activities (retinal cystoid abnormalities)
SD-Optical coherence tomography vs FA
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Retrospective
(Khurana) 59 eyes 58.6%
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Neovascular AMD activities (cystoid macular oedema)
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Neovascular AMD activities (cystoid spaces)
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187

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

Serious'

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Serious?

Serious?

Serious?

Not serious

Serious?

Not serious

Serious?

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

LOW

LOW

MODERTE

LOW

MODERATE

LOW

MODERATE

MODERATE

MODERATE



Macular Degeneration
Appendix H: Grade tables and meta-analysis results

(0.70 to
1.71)

Downgraded for study design (retrospective study)

Downgraded for imprecision because 95%CI of the positive likelihood ratio crossing 1 line of defined minimal importance difference
Downgraded for overall results of diagnostic accuracy based on sets of OCT and FA with no individual time point result

Downgraded for imprecision because 95%CI of the positive likelihood ratio crossing 2 lines of defined mininmal importance difference
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