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TEXT ABSTRACT 

Aims: Circulating monocyte-platelet aggregates (MPA) and CD14+/CD16+ monocytes are 

elevated in symptomatic patients with atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease. The aim of this 

study was to investigate their utility in prediction of early atherosclerosis in asymptomatic 

subjects, in comparison to a traditional cardiovascular risk calculator, QRISK3. 

Methods: Asymptomatic patients attending the hypertension clinic at Guy’s & St Thomas’ 

Hospitals, London, and healthy volunteer subjects recruited by advertisement, were enrolled 

(n = 39). Blood (30 mL) was processed for flow cytometry to measure CD14 and CD16 

expression on monocytes, and CD14+CD42b+ MPA. Using these measurements, a novel index 

termed the Monocyte Atherosclerotic Risk Score (MARS) was developed. All subjects also 

underwent carotid artery ultrasonic angiography.  

Results: Both QRISK3 and MARS correlated significantly with carotid intima-media thickness 

(cIMT); however, the correlation was much closer for MARS (r2 = 0.8705, P < 0.0001) than for 

QRISK3 (r2 = 0.3012, P = 0.0025). ROC analysis revealed MARS to be highly predictive both of 

cIMT-determined high cardiovascular risk (C-index = 0.9273, P = 0.0001) and presence of 

carotid plaque (C-index = 0.9385, P = 0.0022), whereas QRISK3 was not.  

Conclusions: MARS appears superior to QRISK3 in predicting both cIMT and carotid plaque 

disease. This may help to better identify asymptomatic individuals who would benefit from 

targeted imaging investigations and prophylactic therapies. 
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LAY SUMMARY 

In healthy people with no clinical evidence of cardiovascular disease, prediction of risk of 

atherosclerotic disease (including coronary heart disease and stroke) is notoriously 

unreliable; although traditional cardiovascular risk calculators work well at a population 

level, they are much less reliable in individuals. 

 We have developed a blood based biomarker, which we term MARS, which is highly 

predictive of silent atherosclerosis: much more so than the traditional risk calculator 

QRISK3, currently in use in the UK. 

 This opens the way to develop a blood test which can be applied clinically to more 

precisely identify healthy individuals who are at high cardiovascular risk, and who 

would therefore benefit from further imaging investigations and intensive treatment 

of cardiovascular risk factors. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Despite important advances in treatment, atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease and its 

complications, including myocardial infarction, stroke and critical limb ischaemia, remain the 

commonest causes of death and disability worldwide.1 A major contribution to this is the 

fact that identification of asymptomatic individuals with hitherto silent disease remains 

problematic, with the result that such individuals remain undetected until they present for 

medical attention with one of the complications. For example, despite increased awareness 

and screening for risk factors such as hypertension and dyslipidaemia, a recent study 

demonstrated that, in over 25 000 individuals without known coronary heart disease, 

atherosclerosis as detected by coronary computed tomography angiography was present in 

42.1% of this population, with significant (≥50%) stenosis in 5.2% and left main, proximal left 

anterior descending artery or three vessel disease in 1.9%.2 

 Since large scale application of arterial imaging modalities to asymptomatic people is 

not practical, attempts to identify at risk individuals have centred around the use of 

cardiovascular risk calculators. A variety of these are used around the world, such as the 

Framingham risk calculator, the European Society of Cardiology cardiovascular risk calculator 

or QRISK3, all of which generate a score indicative of risk of developing disease over a fixed 

time period or over the subject’s lifetime based on their risk factor profile.3-5 However, 

although such calculators work well at a population level, they do not necessarily give an 

accurate prediction of risk in a given individual. For example, data from UK Biobank involving 

233 233 women and 170 137 men showed that QRISK3 had only moderate discrimination 

for participants (Harrell’s C-index 0.722 in women and 0.697 in men) and discrimination 

declined by age, so that QRISK3 systematically overpredicted cardiovascular risk, particularly 

in older participants, by as much as 20%.6 Similarly, a study by Li et al using QRISK3 as an 
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exemplar showed that risk prediction models based on routinely collected health data 

perform well for populations but with greater uncertainty for individuals.7 There is, 

therefore, a need to develop better methodologies to infer cardiovascular risk at an 

individual level, including the use of novel biomarkers related to risk. 

 Recent years have seen a surge of interest in the role of inflammation in the 

pathophysiology of atherosclerosis, and one of the principal cell types involved in 

atherogenesis in the developing plaque is the monocyte, as recently reviewed.8  Circulating 

CD16-expressing monocytes as well as monocyte-platelet aggregates (MPA) have been 

shown to be increased in patients with symptomatic atherosclerotic disease including 

coronary heart disease, stroke and peripheral arterial disease, and to be associated with 

their clinical course as well as with cardiovascular events.9-14 However, their practical utility 

as biomarkers of early asymptomatic disease has not previously been investigated. 

 In the present study, we investigated whether blood monocyte phenotype and MPA 

levels could be used to predict the presence and extent of atherosclerosis, as determined by 

carotid intima-media thickness (cIMT) using Duplex ultrasonography. We hypothesised that 

these biomarkers would prove superior to a standard cardiovascular risk calculator in such 

prediction. 
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METHODS 

Subjects 

Healthy subjects (n = 39) were recruited by advertisement and also sequentially from 

patients attending the Hypertension Clinics at Guy’s and St Thomas’ Hospitals, London, UK. 

Exclusion criteria were: age < 18 years, history of cardiovascular disease (other than 

hypertension), other significant co-morbidities, recent (within 2 weeks) ingestion of any 

medication, pregnancy, inability or unwillingness to provide informed consent. All subjects 

underwent full history and examination as well as electrocardiography, to exclude clinically 

significant cardiovascular or other disease. Blood pressure was measured in the sitting 

position, after a resting period of 5 min, three times at 2 min intervals, using a validated 

oscillometric device (Omron IntelliIT, Omron Corporation, Japan), according to the 

recommendations of the British and Irish Hypertension Society;15 the blood pressure of each 

individual was taken as the mean of the second and third values. Blood (50 mL) was then 

obtained by venesection for full blood count and biochemistry (renal, liver, bone, thyroid 

and lipid profiles, as well as plasma renin, aldosterone and metadrenalines) – all measured 

using routine laboratory techniques by Synnovis Laboratories (St Thomas’ Hospital, London, 

UK) – and for processing for flow cytometry, as detailed below. On a separate occasion, and 

within one month of venesection, subjects underwent carotid ultrasonography to determine 

cIMT as well as the presence or absence of frank plaque disease. All subjects also had their 

10 year risk of cardiovascular disease estimated using the QRISK3 risk calculator 

(https://qrisk.org ). The study was approved by HRA and Health and Care Research Wales 

(research ethics committee reference number 21/NE/0189). All subjects gave written 

informed consent. 
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Flow cytometry of peripheral blood mononuclear cells 

Blood was processed within 15-30 minutes of venesection. Initially, 100 µl of blood 

was incubated with 20 µl Human BD Fc-block (BD PharmingenTM) for 10 min on ice, to bind 

to Fc regions of antibodies and avoid nonspecific, false-positive antibody staining of cells. 

The sample was then incubated in the dark at 4°C with 5 µl of the following antibodies for 30 

min: phycoerythrin (PE)-labelled mouse anti-human CD14, fluorescein isothiocyanate (FITC)-

labelled mouse anti-human CD16, allophycocyanin (APC)-labelled CD42b, Brilliant™ Violet 

421 (BV421)-labelled mouse anti-human CD200R, Brilliant™ Violet 711 (BV711)-labelled 

mouse anti-human CD163, Alexa Fluor 647-labelled mouse anti-human CCR-2, and PE-

cyanine 7 (Cy7) mouse anti-human HLA-DR (all from BD PharmingenTM). The samples were 

then subject to red cell lysis (Pharm Lyse Lysis Buffer, BD Biosciences) and washed in flow 

cytometry buffer (PBS, 0.5% [w/v] BSA, 2mM EDTA). The stained cells were resuspended in 

4% paraformaldehyde and analysed using a MACSQuant Flow Cytometer (Miltenyi Biotec) 

within 72 hours. Fluorescence minus one (FMO) controls were used to determine positive 

antigen expression. Peripheral blood mononuclear cells were gated, and granulocytes 

excluded. Doublets were then identified and also excluded. Thereafter, gates for classical 

monocytes (CD14+/CD16-), non-classical monocytes (CD14dim/CD16+), intermediate 

monocytes (CD14+/CD16+), and MPA (CD14+/CD42b+)  were created (Figure 1).  

Extracellular epitope expression was quantified in terms of % cellular expression by a 

blinded researcher using FlowJo v10 software (FlowJo LLC).  
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Carotid ultrasonography 

cIMT was measured as the distance between lumen-intima and media-adventitia interfaces. 

All images were acquired by clinical vascular ultrasound scientists blinded to blood results. 

cIMT was measured from ultrasound images acquired using a Philips, Epic 7 duplex scanner 

(L9-2 transducer). Subjects were examined in the supine position. The common carotid 

artery was imaged in longitudinal section – using the imaging plane to be perpendicular to 

the posterior wall, for optimal visualization. Electrocardiography-gated images were 

acquired with the transducer positioned in anterior, posterior and lateral planes of the 

common carotid artery. cIMT was measured using Philips Q-lab, semi-automatic edge 

detection software. The ultrasound image acquired at end-diastole (at the R wave of the 

electrocardiogram) was used for calculating cIMT. cIMT was processed from posterior wall 

Images of the common carotid artery obtained at least 10 mm proximal to the carotid 

bifurcation. The right and left common carotid artery cIMT were computed separately. The 

maximum cIMT measurement was defined as the highest cIMT value from the average of 

200 measurements obtained from a 1cm segment of the common carotid artery vessel wall, 

from either the right or left sides. 

cIMT was compared to age- and sex-matched cIMT reference values for 

cardiovascular disease risk assessment.16 When a focal plaque of >1.5mm thickness was 

present in the carotid arteries, this was classified as high cardiovascular disease risk. 

 

Statistics 
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Data were analysed using linear regression and construction of receiver operating 

characteristic (ROC) curves using GraphPad Prism version 10 (GraphPad Software, San Diego, 

California, USA). All demographic data are expressed as mean with standard deviation for 

normally distributed data, or median with interquartile range where data were non-normally 

distributed. For all analyses, statistical significance was taken as P < 0.05. 
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RESULTS 

Subject characteristics 

The characteristics of subjects recruited are summarised in Tables 1 and 2. Aside from blood 

pressures being significantly higher in the cohort recruited from the hypertension clinic, and 

the fact that several of these subjects were on cardiovascular medications whereas none of 

those recruited by advertisement were, all other demographic parameters and 

measurements (age, sex, smoking status, haematological and biochemical profiles) were not 

different between the two groups. For all further analyses described below, the two cohorts 

were merged and treated as a single larger cohort. 

 

Carotid ultrasonography 

Of the 39 subjects studied, 10 were found to have either unilateral or bilateral carotid 

plaque disease. cIMT was found to be very similar in the left and right carotid circulations 

(Figure 2A), with only one outlier found to have substantially different cIMT values on the 

two sides, as shown in the Bland-Altman plot (Figure 2B). Therefore, for all further analyses 

described below, the mean of left and right cIMT was taken as representing cIMT for each 

subject. 

 

Monocyte phenotype and MPA: relationship to cIMT 

Classical (CD14+CD16-) monocytes displayed a strong negative correlation, and both 

intermediate (CD14+CD16+) and non-classical (CD14lowCD16+) monocytes displayed strong 

positive correlations, with cIMT (Figure 3A-C). Moreover, MPA correlated strongly and 
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positively with cIMT (Figure 3D). We developed a novel index, the monocyte atherosclerosis 

risk score (MARS), defined as: 

𝑀𝐴𝑅𝑆 =
𝑐𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑜𝑐𝑦𝑡𝑒𝑠

𝑀𝑃𝐴
 

and this correlated best of all with cIMT (Figure 3E).  

QRISK3 scores also correlated significantly with cIMT (Figure 3F); however, the r2 

value was much lower for QRISK3 than that for classical, intermediate and non-classical 

monocytes, or for MPA, indicating a much greater level of inter-individual variability at any 

given level of QRISK3 than for monocyte phenotype or for MPA. Moreover, although MARS 

(and indeed the individual components of monocyte phenotype and MPA) correlated 

significantly with QRISK3, the r2 values for each of these correlations were low (Figures 4A-

E). 

We also determined the relationship between cIMT and monocytic expression of a 

number of other markers, namely CD200R, CD163, CD192 and HLA-DR, which have been 

reported to be associated with atherosclerosis.17-20 Expression of CD200R was inversely 

correlated, and expression of each of the other three biomarkers positively correlated, to 

cIMT (Figures 5A-D), although the relationships were in all these cases non-linear.  

 

MARS and cIMT-determined cardiovascular risk 

Cardiovascular risk was defined by cIMT criteria as being high if ≥75th centile for age and 

gender, and not high if below the 75th centile.21 ROC curves were constructed to determine 

the ability of MARS and of QRISK3 to predict cIMT in the high range. Although both MARS 
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and QRISK3 showed significant predictive ability, the area under the curve (C-index) for 

MARS was substantially greater than that for QRISK3 (Figures 6A and 6B). Moreover, 

combining MARS with QRISK3 did not improve its predictive ability for high risk cIMT; nor did 

combining MARS with CD200R, CD163, CD192 or HLA-DR, either individually or in any 

combination, improve the predictive ability of MARS for high risk cIMT (Table 3). 

 Since 10 subjects had plaque disease detected on carotid ultrasonography whereas 

32 did not, we also constructed ROC curves to determine the ability of both MARS and 

QRISK3 to predict the presence of plaque. MARS accurately and highly significantly predicted 

the presence of plaque, whereas QRISK3 did not (Figures 6C and 6D). Similar to our findings 

for high risk cIMT, we found that combining MARS with QRISK3 did not improve its predictive 

ability for presence of plaque; and combining MARS with CD200R, CD163, CD192 or HLA-DR, 

either singly or in any combination, did not predict plaque more reliably that MARS alone 

(Table 4).  
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DISCUSSION 

Accurate prediction, at an early and asymptomatic stage, of individuals who are at future risk 

of atherosclerotic disease and its thrombotic complications is pivotal to effective application 

of prophylactic measures including lifestyle modifications, lipid lowering and 

antihypertensive therapies. All of these have been shown to improve clinical outcomes in 

the primary prevention setting, especially so in people with high risk of future cardiovascular 

disease as judged by standard risk calculators, as summarised in the recent guideline from 

the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) which is used to underpin 

primary prevention of cardiovascular disease in England and Wales.22 However, it is clear 

that, although such calculators work well at a population level, they are much less predictive 

at an individual level.6,7 This is likely to be attributable to the fact that, although such 

calculators utilise well established risk factors for which good epidemiological data are 

available as to their influence on disease incidence and prevalence, by necessity they will 

not include all risk factors in any given individual, either because insufficient epidemiological 

data exists on the influence of these risk factors or because many risk factors are as yet 

poorly or even entirely unrecognised. There is therefore a pressing need to develop novel 

biomarkers, which accurately predict the presence of silent atherosclerotic disease at an 

individual level, irrespective of risk factor burden.  

Although its use for secondary prevention is well established, the evidence for the 

use of antiplatelet therapy, in particular aspirin, in the context of primary prevention is 

entirely lacking.23-25 This is likely to reflect the fact that trials of antiplatelet therapy in this 

setting have been conducted in populations of patients with no clinical evidence of disease 

whose underlying atherosclerotic burden is not known, due to a lack of effective means of 

identifying this. Here again, a biomarker which can accurately detect silent disease in an 
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asymptomatic population may allow more effective targeting of such therapy, and possibly 

give rise to clearer evidence of benefit. 

Our results show that circulating monocyte phenotype as well as MPA correlate 

much more closely with cIMT, a well validated surrogate marker of atherosclerotic burden, 

than does QRISK3 score, the current clinical standard in the UK and the measure advocated 

for basing decisions on antihypertensive and lipid lowering therapies in guidance issued by 

NICE for England and Wales.15,23 The MARS score correlates best of all with cIMT and, 

furthermore, is a considerably better predictor both of high risk cIMT and of the presence of 

carotid plaque than is QRISK3.  

The gold standard for identifying atherosclerotic disease is by the use of imaging, 

such as Duplex imaging or angiography. However, such modalities are impractical to apply to 

large numbers of people who are clinically well, due to a number of factors: access 

limitations, the necessity to use ionising radiation and their expense. A blood biomarker 

which can more easily be applied as a screening tool at scale to identify people at high risk of 

atherosclerotic disease would therefore allow such imaging modalities to be more 

specifically targeted. Our data suggest the use of MARS as an accurate, highly sensitive and 

specific biomarker of atherosclerotic disease burden, which can fulfil that purpose. 

Our study does have some limitations. The number of subjects included in this study 

is relatively small and so one might question the robustness of the findings in the general 

population. However, the regression and ROC analyses we have performed show that, even 

with a small sample size of this order, the relationships between MARS and both cIMT and 

carotid plaque are very strong and highly significant, attesting to their robustness – and 

indeed, since the objective of this work is to allow accurate prediction of risk in individual 
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subjects, the data demonstrate that such individualisation of risk is clearly attainable, and to 

a much more precise degree than QRISK3. 

 Additionally, the ultimate goal of this work is to predict cardiovascular events. This 

was not possible in the context of the present study, but for future development of this as a 

clinically useful biomarker it will be necessary to utilise it in a long term prospective clinical 

endpoint study. Nonetheless, given that silent atherosclerosis is the necessary precursor to 

future clinically evident cardiovascular disease, our study shows that MARS has clear 

potential in that regard. 

In conclusion, measurement of monocyte phenotype (CD14 and CD16 positivity) as 

well as MPA, and the resultant index which we have termed MARS, accurately predicts cIMT 

and, moreover, accurately predicts at an individual level whether subjects are at high 

cardiovascular risk (as judged from cIMT) and indeed whether subjects have silent carotid 

plaque present. It does so much more robustly than does QRISK3, the clinical gold standard 

currently in use in the UK, and does not depend on detailed knowledge of each subject’s risk 

factor profile (which are components of QRISK3). These findings open up the possibility of 

using MARS as a novel clinically applicable biomarker for identifying asymptomatic 

individuals with silent atherosclerotic disease, who merit more detailed imaging 

investigations and who would benefit from targeted intensive interventions on underlying 

risk factors. 
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FIGURE LEGENDS 

Figure 1. Gating for CM, NCM, and IM.  Gating for monocyte subsets (classical, intermediate 

and non-classical) according to CD14 and CD16 expression and using respective 

Fluorescence Minus One (FMO) control samples. 

 

Figure 2. Agreement between left and right cIMT. A, Linear correlation analysis of left vs 

right cIMT. B, Bland-Altman plot of difference vs average of left and right cIMT; the dotted 

lines represent the 95% limits of agreement. 

 

Figure 3. Linear regression analyses of relationship between mean cIMT and monocyte 

indices or QRISK3 score. Relationships are shown between mean cIMT and classical (A), 

intermediate (B) and non-classical monocytes (C), MPA (D), MARS (E) and QRISK3 score (F). 

 

Figure 4. Linear regression analyses of relationship between QRISK3 score and monocyte 

indices. Relationships are shown between QRISK3 score and classical (A), intermediate (B) 

and non-classical monocytes (C), MPA (D) and MARS (E). 

 

Figure 5. Relationship between mean cIMT and other monocyte indices. Relationships are 

shown between mean cIMT and monocytic expression of CD200R (A), CD163 (B), CD192 (C) 

and HLA-DR (D). 
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Figure 6. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve analysis of predictive ability of 

MARS and QRISK3 score for carotid disease. ROC curves are shown for ability of MARS to 

predict high risk cIMT (A) or presence of plaque (C), and of QRISK3 score to predict high risk 

cIMT (B) or presence of plaque (D). 
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Table 1.        Demographics of subjects recruited from the hypertension clinic 

 

Number (male / female)  14/12 

Age (years)  41.1±16.3 

Smokers 14 

Systolic blood pressure (mmHg)  141.6±10.5 

Diastolic blood pressure (mmHg)  88.7±10.3 

Creatinine (mol/L)  76.4±15.9 

HbA1c (%)  5.77±0.10 

Total cholesterol (mmol/L)  4.95±1.06 

LDL-cholesterol (mmol/L)  3.04±0.93  

HDL-cholesterol (mmol/L)  1.39±0.42 

Triglycerides (mmol/L)  1.42±0.96 

Haemoglobin (g/L)  140.0±12.8 

Total white cell count (× 10
9
/L)   6.14±1.41 

Neutrophil count (× 10
9
/L)   3.73±1.20 

Monocyte count (× 10
9
/L)   0.48±0.15 

Lymphocyte count (× 10
9
/L)   1.67±0.47 

Platelet count (× 10
9
/L)   254.0±13.8 

Medications 

- Beta blockers 

- Alpha blockers 

- Calcium channel blockers 

- Renin-angiotensin system inhibitors 

- Aspirin 

- Diuretics 

- Statins 
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Table 2.        Demographics of subjects recruited by advertisement 

 

Number (male / female) 5/8 

Age (years) 39.6±11.7 

Smokers 6 

Systolic blood pressure (mmHg)  123.9±7.1 

Diastolic blood pressure (mmHg)  78.8±2.1  

Creatinine (mol/L)  75.7±19.2 

HbA1c (%)  5.63±0.25 

Total cholesterol (mmol/L)  5.38±0.73 

LDL-cholesterol (mmol/L)  3.47±0.72 

HDL-cholesterol (mmol/L)  1.44±0.23 

Triglycerides (mmol/L)  1.07±0.34 

Haemoglobin (g/L)  129.4±16.0 

Total white cell count (× 10
9
/L)   5.44±1.69 

Neutrophil count (× 10
9
/L)   3.19±1.26 

Monocyte count (× 10
9
/L)   0.45±0.14 

Lymphocyte count (× 10
9
/L)   2.07±0.61 

Platelet count (× 10
9
/L)   240.1±54.0 

Medications None 
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Table 3.        C-index for prediction of high risk cIMT: MARS alone and in combination 

with QRISK3 score or with other monocyte biomarkers 

 

 C-index (95% CI) P value 

MARS 0.9273 (0.8414-1.000) 0.0001 

MARS and QRISK3 0.8409 (0.7053-0.9766) 0.0023 

MARS and CD200R 0.8909 (0.7815-1.000) 0.0005 

MARS and CD163 0.9136 (0.8151-1.000) 0.0002 

MARS and CD192 0.7955 (0.6417-0.9492) 0.0082 

MARS and HLA-DR 0.8909 (0.7748-1.000) 0.0005 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 0.9136 (0.8146-1.000) 0.0002 

MARS and CD200R and CD192 0.8500 (0.7185-0.9815) 0.0017 

MARS and CD200R and HLA-DR 0.8773 (0.7592-0.9954) 0.0007 

MARS and CD163 and CD192 0.8455 (0.7112-0.9798) 0.0020 

MARS and CD163 and HLA-DR 0.9273 (0.8392-1.000) 0.0001 

MARS and CD192 and HLA-DR 0.8545 (0.7243-0.9848) 0.0015 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 and CD192 0.8682 (0.7453-0.9910) 0.0010 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 and HLA-DR 0.8591 (0.7299-0.9883) 0.0013 

MARS and CD163 and CD192 and HLA-DR 0.8545 (0.7222-0.9869) 0.0015 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 and CD192 and HLA-DR 0.8818 (0.7615-1.000) 0.0006 
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Table 4.        C-index for prediction of carotid plaque: MARS alone and in combination 

with QRISK3 score or with other monocyte biomarkers 

 

 C-index (95% CI) P value 

MARS 0.9385 (0.8205-1.000) 0.0022 

MARS and QRISK3 0.9231 (0.8108-1.000) 0.0031 

MARS and CD200R 0.9077 (0.7895-1.000) 0.0044 

MARS and CD163 0.9538 (0.8725-1.000) 0.0015 

MARS and CD192 0.9462 (0.8413-1.000) 0.0018 

MARS and HLA-DR 0.9385 (0.8416-1.000) 0.0022 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 0.9308 (0.8315-1.000) 0.0026 

MARS and CD200R and CD192 0.9385 (0.8326-1.000) 0.0022 

MARS and CD200R and HLA-DR 0.9154 (0.7978-1.000) 0.0037 

MARS and CD163 and CD192 0.9538 (0.8620-1.000) 0.0015 

MARS and CD163 and HLA-DR 0.9462 (0.8604-1.000) 0.0018 

MARS and CD192 and HLA-DR 0.9462 (0.8413-1.000) 0.0018 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 and CD192 0.9538 (0.8315-1.000) 0.0015 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 and HLA-DR 0.9462 (0.8526-1.000) 0.0018 

MARS and CD163 and CD192 and HLA-DR 0.9538 (0.8725-1.000) 0.0015 

MARS and CD200R and CD163 and CD192 and HLA-DR 0.9462 (0.8604-1.000) 0.0018 
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