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Abstract  
Background: The impact of intracoronary imaging on outcomes, after provisional versus 
dual-stenting for bifurcation left main (LM) lesions, is unknown.  
 
Objectives: We investigated the effect of intracoronary imaging in the EBC MAIN trial 
(European Bifurcation Club Left Main Coronary Stent study).   
 
Methods: 467 patients were randomised to dual-stenting or a stepwise provisional strategy. 
455 patients were included. Intravascular ultrasound (IVUS) or optical coherence 
tomography (OCT) was undertaken at the operator’s discretion. The primary endpoint was 
death, myocardial infarction or target vessel revascularisation at 1-year. 
 
Results: Intracoronary imaging was undertaken in 179 patients (39%; IVUS n=151, OCT 
n=28). As a result of IVUS findings, operators re-intervened in 42 procedures. The primary 
outcome did not differ with intracoronary imaging versus angiographic-guidance alone (17% 
vs. 16%; odds ratio (OR): 1.09 [95% confidence interval (CI): 0.66-1.82] p=0.738), nor for 
re-intervention based on IVUS versus none (14% vs.16%; OR: 0.86 [95% CI: 0.35-2.12] 
p=0.745). With angiographic-guidance only, primary outcome events were more frequent 
with dual versus provisional stenting (21% vs. 10%; OR: 2.24 [95% CI: 1.13-4.45] p=0.022). 
With intracoronary imaging, there were numerically fewer primary outcome events with dual 
versus provisional stenting (13% vs. 21%; OR: 0.54 [95% CI: 0.24-1.22] p=0.137).  
 
Conclusions: In EBC MAIN, the primary outcome did not differ between patients who did or 
did not have intracoronary imaging. However, in patients without intracoronary imaging, 
outcomes were worse with a dual-stent than provisional strategy, and when intracoronary 
imaging was used, there was a trend toward better outcomes with the dual-stent than 
provisional strategy.  
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Condensed abstract  
We investigated whether intracoronary imaging during LM bifurcation stenting was 
associated with less death, myocardial infarction and revascularisation at 1 year, for patients 
undergoing systematic dual versus stepwise provisional stenting. We included 455 patients 
from the EBC MAIN trial; 39% had intracoronary imaging. Overall, outcomes were similar 
between patients who did or did not have intracoronary imaging. In those with angiographic 
guidance only, outcomes were worse with dual versus provisional stenting (21% vs. 10%; 
OR: 2.24 [95% CI: 1.13-4.45] p=0.022). In those with intracoronary imaging, there was a 
trend toward better outcomes with dual versus provisional stenting (13% vs. 21%).  
 
 
Abbreviations 
IVUS = intravascular ultrasound 
LM = Left main 
MACE = major adverse cardiac events 
MI = myocardial infarction 
OCT = optical coherence tomography 
OR = odds ratio 
PCI = percutaneous coronary intervention 
SD = standard deviation 
TVR = target vessel revascularization 
TIMI = Thrombolysis in Myocardial Infarction  
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Introduction 

Left main (LM) bifurcation lesions may require demanding stenting techniques, with an 

increased risk of sub-optimal results(1). When angiography alone is used to guide 

percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) it can be difficult to determine plaque calcification, 

atherosclerosis burden(2, 3) stent under-expansion and stent malapposition(4). Use of 

intravascular ultrasound (IVUS) or optical coherence tomography (OCT) may be associated 

with better stent expansion and fewer major adverse cardiac events (MACE) compared with 

angiography guidance alone (4-7).  

 

Evidence from non-randomized studies(8-12) indicates that IVUS use in LM PCI is 

associated with lower mortality and that the benefit is most evident with complex lesions(8, 

13). Moreover, the randomized ULTIMATE trial (Intravascular Ultrasound Guided Drug 

Eluting Stents Implantation in “All-Comers” Coronary Lesions), which included ~55% LM 

lesions, showed lower rates of target vessel failure and stent thrombosis with use of IVUS. 

(14).  

 

The EBC MAIN trial (European Bifurcation Club Left Main Coronary Stent Study) showed a 

trend to better clinical outcomes with provisional stenting compared to upfront dual-stenting 

for LM bifurcations(15). Our aim was to determine whether intracoronary imaging during 

LM bifurcation PCI was associated with less death, myocardial infarction (MI) and target 

vessel revascularization (TVR), for patients treated with a dual-stenting strategy versus 

provisional stepwise approach. We also aimed to determine the effect of intracoronary 

imaging on clinical outcomes, in relation to: extent of lesion calcification, lesion length in the 

side vessel, and stent length in the main vessel. 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 7, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.03.23285434doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.03.23285434
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


 6

Methods 

Trial Design 

We performed a sub-analysis within the EBC MAIN trial. It was an investigator-led 

prospective, randomized, multicentre trial, involving 31 centres from 11 European countries. 

The trial was administered and overseen by the Cardiovascular European Research centre 

(CERC, Massy, France) and the study was supported by an unrestricted educational grant 

from Medtronic. The trial complied with the Declaration of Helsinki and the study protocol 

was approved by the relevant authorities in all countries involved in the study. 

 

Details of the trial design and eligibility criteria have been published previously(15). In brief, 

from 2016 to 2019, patients who required PCI for unprotected bifurcation LM disease 

(Medina type 1,1,1 or 0,1,1) were randomised to a provisional single stent group, or to 

upfront dual-stenting. For patients in the systematic dual-stent group, the stent technique 

undertaken was at the operator’s discretion. In the EBC MAIN trial, 53% of patients 

randomized to the systematic dual-stent strategy had culotte stenting, 32% had T or TAP, 5% 

had DK Crush stenting, and 5% had no stent implanted in the side vessel.  IVUS or OCT was 

undertaken at the operator’s discretion. The Onyx® zotarolimus-eluting stent (Medtronic) 

was used. Aspirin 75mg daily was continued long-term. Clopidogrel 75mg daily was given 

for at least 6 months (or appropriate dose of ticagrelor or prasugrel). 

Clinical outcomes 

The clinical outcome data were adjudicated by the clinical events committee. The primary 

outcome was a composite of all-cause death, MI, and TVR at 1 year. The definitions for MI 

and TVR used in the trial have been described previously(15).  

 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 7, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.03.23285434doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.03.23285434
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


 7

Statistical analysis 

Twelve patients were excluded from the analysis because of missing information on whether 

intracoronary imaging was undertaken (n=9), or because stenting of the left main was not 

performed (n=3). Normally distributed continuous data were summarized using mean ± 

standard deviation (SD). Categorical variables were reported as frequency and percentages. 

The trial endpoints were assessed using logistic regression. Regression models were used to 

assess treatment effects through interactions. We pre-specified the following sub-groups of 

interest according to procedural characteristics hypothesized to affect any association 

between intracoronary imaging use and the primary outcome: (i) bifurcation PCI strategy 

(dual-stent vs. provisional); (ii) lesion length in side vessel (<10mm vs. ≥10mm)(16); (iii) 

stent length in main vessel (<28mm vs. ≥28mm)(17) and (iv) angiographically defined extent 

of calcification (moderate-severe vs. none-mild)(16). All tests were assessed at the 5% 

significance level. There were no adjustments for multiple statistical comparisons. Statistics 

were performed using SPSS version 28. 

 

Results 

Population 

The patient characteristics are shown in Tables 1 and 2. The flow of subjects through the 

study is shown in Figure 1. Of 455 patients included in this analysis, 226 patients were in the 

group randomized to the provisional stepwise approach, and 229 were in the group 

randomized to the systematic dual-stent approach. The mean age was 71.2 ± 9.8 years and 

77% were male. The procedural indication was stable angina in 63%, and acute coronary 

syndrome in 37%.  
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Intracoronary imaging was used in 179 participants (39%; IVUS n=151, 33%; OCT n=28, 

6%). The use of intracoronary imaging was similarly common with the stepwise provisional 

strategy (40%) as with the systematic dual-stent approach (38%). At the start of the case, 

operators planned to perform IVUS in 33% of procedures. Among the participants who had 

IVUS, 87 (58%) had both main vessel and side vessel imaged, and 64 (42%) had one vessel 

imaged. As a result of IVUS findings, operators reintervened with a balloon or stent in 42 

procedures (28%), 28 of these procedures were in the stepwise provisional group, whereas 14 

were in the systematic dual-stent group.  

 

Lesions had severe coronary calcification in 98 participants (22%), and moderate 

calcification in 124 (27%). Calcified lesions (≥ moderately calcified) were less prevalent 

among patients who underwent intracoronary imaging than those who had angiography 

guidance only (42.5%, vs. 52.9%,  p=0.030). In the group randomized to dual-stenting, there 

were again fewer calcified lesions in those who had intracoronary imaging than those who 

did not (44.3% vs. 58.9%, p=0.032), whereas in the provisional group there was no difference 

in lesion calcification between those who had intracoronary imaging or not (Table 2).  

 

Notably, intracoronary imaging use was associated with longer procedure duration (90.5 ± 

36.7 mins vs. 68.7 ± 35.4 mins, p<0.001), but was not associated with increased contrast 

volume, or radiation dose (Table 2). Furthermore, LM lesion length was on average longer in 

patients who underwent intracoronary imaging compared to those who had angiography 

guidance only (6.9 ± 3.2 vs. 6.0 ± 2.8, p=0.003). 
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Clinical outcomes 

The primary outcome (all-cause death, MI or TVR) occurred in 73 participants (16%) at 1 

year. Overall, the primary outcome did not differ for patients who had intracoronary imaging 

versus angiography-guidance (17% vs. 16%; OR: 1.09 [95% CI: 0.66, 1.82] p=0.738). 

Similarly, the primary outcome did not differ for participants who had re-intervention based 

on IVUS findings compared to the rest of the participants (14% vs.16%; OR: 0.86 [95% CI: 

0.35, 2.12] p=0.745). 

 

There was a significant interaction between intracoronary imaging use and LM bifurcation 

PCI strategy, with respect to the primary outcome (p=0.009, Table 3). In those who did not 

have intracoronary imaging, the prevalence of the primary outcome was higher with the 

systematic dual approach compared to the stepwise provisional approach (21% vs. 10%; OR: 

2.24 [95% CI: 1.13, 4.45] p=0.022) (Figure 2). In those who had intracoronary imaging, there 

was a trend toward a lower prevalence of the primary outcome with the systematic dual 

approach compared to the stepwise provisional approach (13% vs. 21%; OR: 0.54 [95% CI: 

0.24, 1.22] p=0.137). There was also a significant interaction between intracoronary imaging 

use and LM bifurcation PCI strategy with respect to MI and periprocedural MI (p=0.015 and 

p=0.035 respectively, Table 3). There were no interactions with intracoronary imaging use, 

the primary outcome, and the following: (i) extent of calcification; (ii) lesion length in the 

side vessel, or (iii) stent length in the main vessel (Table 4). 

 

Discussion 

The main findings of our study are: 

1) The primary outcome did not differ for patients who had intracoronary imaging vs. 

angiography guidance (17% vs. 16%; OR: 1.09 [95% CI: 0.66, 1.82] p=0.738).  
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2) The primary outcome did not differ for participants who had re-intervention based on 

IVUS findings compared to the rest of the participants (14% vs.16%; OR: 0.86 [95% 

CI: 0.35, 2.12] p=0.745).  

3) In patients where no intracoronary imaging was undertaken, primary outcome events 

were more frequent with the systematic dual-stent strategy compared to the 

provisional approach.  

4) When intracoronary imaging was used, there was a trend toward fewer primary 

outcome events with the systematic dual-stent strategy compared to the provisional 

approach.  

 

These findings are not uniform, but suggest that intravascular imaging may be important to 

optimize the results from a dual-stent strategy during LM bifurcation PCI. This is in 

accordance with previous non-left-main bifurcation studies which have shown that IVUS 

guidance for bifurcations treated with a dual-stent technique was associated with lower rates 

of MI and late stent thrombosis than angiographic guidance(18), and that IVUS guidance for 

bifurcation PCI was associated with lower rates of cardiac death and MI, compared to 

angiography-guidance(19). 

 

Among participants who underwent the stepwise provisional approach, we unexpectedly 

observed more primary outcome events when intracoronary imaging was used, than with 

angiography guidance (20.9% vs. 10.4%). This might have occurred because operators in the 

stepwise provisional group opted to use IVUS or OCT in cases where the procedure was not 

progressing smoothly.  
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Even though intravascular imaging use in the EBC MAIN population may be lower than 

expected given current guideline recommendations(20), it represents real-life current 

practice, across multiple high volume European sites during the recruitment period (2016 to 

2019). In the DKCRUSH-V trial IVUS use was similar at 41%(21). Furthermore, data from 

11264 unprotected LM PCIs, from the British Cardiovascular Intervention Society national 

database, showed that intracoronary imaging was used in 50% of cases in 2014(11). The 

limited uptake of intracoronary imaging worldwide may be partly due to perceived increased 

procedural times(22) and costs(23), and inadequate training(24). Indeed, in our study the 

procedure duration was on average 22 minutes longer among patients who underwent 

intracoronary imaging, than in those who did not. 

 

There are several trials hoping to clarify the role of imaging in bifurcation coronary disease. 

The OPTIMAL trial (optimization of left main PCI with intravascular ultrasound, 

NCT04111770) is randomizing patients to IVUS or angiogram guidance for LM PCI, and is 

using standardized IVUS criteria that define adequate stent optimization. The DKCRUSH 

VIII trial (IVUS Guided DK Crush Stenting Technique for Patients with Complex 

Bifurcation Lesions, NCT03770650) is comparing the composite of cardiac death, MI or 

TVR at 1-year for an IVUS-guided vs. angiography-guided dual-stent strategy for complex 

bifurcation lesions, according to DEFINITION criteria(16), including LM bifurcations. The 

OCTOBER trial (European Trial on Optical Coherence Tomography Optimised Bifurcation 

Event Reduction; NCT03171311) is comparing 2-year MACE for OCT- vs. angiography-

guided bifurcation stenting, in LM or non-LM disease. The ILUMIEN IV trial is comparing 

OCT- vs. angiography-guided PCI, in complex lesions including non-left-main bifurcations 

treated with a dual-stent strategy (NCT03507777). 
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A clear limitation of this study is the fact that patients were not randomly allocated to the use 

of intravascular imaging. Therefore, there is selection bias inherent in the results we have 

demonstrated. Additionally, because this study was not principally concerned with 

intravascular imaging, criteria for optimal stent deployment were not recorded after 

performing IVUS. It is unclear if adequate stent optimization was achieved in all patients. 

Future studies are needed to validate and standardize IVUS-guided stent optimization 

methods. Furthermore, although we had data on whether operators re-intervened based on 

IVUS findings, we did not have information on whether operators re-intervened based on 

OCT findings. Importantly, the rates of the primary outcome limited power to detect 

statistically significant associations. Hence, the study was underpowered to detect significant 

interactions between intracoronary imaging use, the primary outcome, and additional factors. 

Finally, although intracoronary imaging use was a pre-specified sub-group, no adjustment for 

multiplicity was made in this analysis. Due to the potential for type 1 statistical error, the 

findings of this analysis should be interpreted as exploratory and not definitive. 

 

Conclusions 

In conclusion, in the EBC MAIN trial, the primary outcome did not differ between patients 

who did or did not have intracoronary imaging, nor for those who had re-intervention based 

on IVUS findings. However, in patients where no intracoronary imaging was undertaken, 

clinical outcomes were worse with the systematic dual-stent strategy compared to the 

provisional approach, and when intracoronary imaging was used, there was a trend toward 

better clinical outcomes with the systematic dual-stent strategy compared to the provisional 

approach.  
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Impact on daily practice 

When angiography is used to guide PCI there can be unrecognized stent under-expansion. 

Observational studies and subgroup analyses from clinical trials suggest potential benefit 

from IVUS use during LM PCI, however, the value of IVUS has never been proven in 

appropriately powered randomized trials. In this study, overall there was no difference in 

clinical outcomes between intracoronary imaging use and angiogram guidance, during LM 

bifurcation PCI. However, not using intracoronary imaging may worsen outcomes for dual-

stent, compared to single-stent approaches. This suggests that intracoronary imaging might be 

important to optimize results particularly from dual-stent strategies. Future studies are needed 

to validate and standardize IVUS-guided stent optimization methods, and future studies 

comparing IVUS- vs. angiography-guided PCI should include standardized criteria that 

define adequate stent optimization. 
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Figures 

 

Figure 1. Study flow diagram 

Number of patients included and excluded from the analysis. 
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Figure 2. Summary of main findings (central illustration).  

Bar charts showing primary endpoint event rates and forest plots showing treatment effect 

estimates. Abbreviations: CI (confidence interval); IVUS (intravascular ultrasound); MI 

(myocardial infarction); OCT (optical coherence tomography); OR (odds ratio). 
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Table 1: Population characteristics according to intracoronary imaging use, and by randomization to provisional or dual-stent strategy.  
 
 
Characteristic 

Provisional Stepwise (n=226)   Systematic dual (n=229)   Overall 
IVUS or OCT 

used 
(n=91) 

 

Angiogram-
guidance 
(n=135) 

p-value   IVUS or OCT 
used 

(n=88) 

Angiogram-
guidance 
(n=141) 

p-value   IVUS or OCT 
used 

(n=179) 

Angiogram-
guidance 
(n=276) 

p-value 

Age (years), mean ± SD 70.8 ± 10.0 70.8 ± 10.3 0.981  69.2 ± 9.4 72.8 ± 9.4 0.027   70.4 ± 9.7 71.8 ± 9.9 0.132 
Male (%) 76 (83.5%) 102 (75.6%) 0.151  63 (71.6%) 107 (75.9%) 0.470   139 (77.7%) 209 (75.7%) 0.636 
Ischemic symptoms (%) 90 (98.9%) 129 (95.6%) 0.155  87 (98.9%) 131 (92.9%) 0.040   177 (98.9%) 260 (94.2%) 0.012 
Positive non-invasive imaging for 
ischemia (%) 

37 (40.7%) 52 (38.5%) 0.747  34 (38.6%) 64 (45.4%) 0.315   71 (39.7%) 116 (42.0%) 0.617 

Body mass index(kg/m2) 
mean ± SD 

28.6 ± 6.4 28.6 ± 4.8 0.956  28.9 ± 6.2 28.0 ± 4.8 0.199   28.8 ± 6.3 28.3 ± 4.8 0.341 

Diabetes (%) 26 (28.6%) 39 (28.9%) 0.959  18 (20.5%) 43 (30.5%) 0.095   44 (24.6%) 82 (29.7%) 0.232 
Hypertension (%) 72 (79.1%) 107 (79.3%) 0.980  73 (83.0%) 114 (80.9%) 0.689   145 (81%) 221 (80.1%) 0.806 
Hypercholesterolemia (%) 67 (73.6%) 91 (67.4%) 0.317  67 (76.1%) 96 (68.1%) 0.191   134 (74.9%) 187 (67.8%) 0.104 
Current smoker (%) 14 (15.4%) 22 (16.4%) 0.802  16 (18.2%) 14 (9.9%) 0.023   30 (16.8%) 36 (13.0%) 0.087 
Previous MI (%) 26 (28.6%) 34 (25.2%) 0.572  31 (35.2%) 35 (24.8%) 0.091   57 (31.8%) 69 (25.0%) 0.111 
Previous PCI (%) 38 (41.8%) 55 (40.7%) 0.879  37 (42.0%) 60 (43.4%) 0.856   75 (41.9%) 116 (42.0%) 0.978 
Previous stroke (%) 8 (8.8%) 8 (5.9%) 0.410  8 (9.1%) 8 (5.7%) 0.324   16 (8.9%) 16 (5.8%) 0.200 
Peripheral vascular disease (%) 10 (11.0%) 21 (15.6%) 0.328  10 (11.4%) 26 (18.4%) 0.152   20 (11.2%) 47 (17.0%) 0.085 
Renal failure (%) 7 (7.7%) 5 (3.7%) 0.190  4 (4.5%) 5 (3.5%) 0.705   11 (6.1%) 10 (3.6%) 0.210 
Left ventricular function (%) 
     EF >50% 
     EF <50% 
     Unknown 

 
59 (64.8%) 
28 (30.8%) 

4 (4.4%) 

 
84 (62.2%) 
25 (18.5%) 
26 (19.3%) 

0.148   
58 (65.9%) 
23 (26.2%) 

7 (8.0%) 

 
82 (58.2%) 
39 (27.7%) 
20 (14.2%) 

0.562    
117 (65.4%) 
51 (28.5%) 
11 (6.1%) 

 
166 (60.1%) 
64 (23.2%) 
46 (16.7%) 

0.582 

Presentation (%) 
     Stable coronary disease 
     Acute coronary syndrome 

 
54 (59.3%) 
37 (40.7%) 

 
94 (69.6%) 
41 (30.4%) 

0.148   
53 (60.2%) 
35 (39.8%) 

 
84 (59.6%) 
57 (40.4%) 

0.922    
107 (59.8%) 
72 (40.2%) 

 
178 (64.5%) 
98 (35.5%) 

0.310 

Syntax score (%) 
     ≤ 22 
     > 23 
     Missing 

 
22 (24.2%) 
48 (52.7%) 
21 (23.1%) 

 
63 (46.7%) 
60 (44.4%) 
12 (8.9%) 

0.008   
29 (33.0%) 
39 (44.3%) 
20 (22.7%) 

 
57 (40.4%) 
70 (49.6%) 
14 (9.9%) 

0.765    
51 (28.5%) 
87 (48.6%) 
41 (22.9%) 

 
120 (43.5%) 
130 (47.1%) 

26 (9.4%) 

0.036 

Medina classification (%) 
     1,1,1 
     0,1,1 

 
84 (92.3%) 

7 (7.7%) 

 
119 (88.1%) 
16 (11.9%) 

0.310   
80 (90.9%) 

8 (9.1%) 

 
124 (87.9%) 
17 (12.1%) 

0.484    
164 (91.6%) 
15 (8.4%) 

 
243 (88.0%) 
33 (12.0%) 

0.225 

Adverse lesion features (%)             
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      Trifurcation 
      Calcification ≥ moderate 
      Tortuosity ≥ moderate 

10 (11.0%) 
37 (40.7%) 
13 (14.3%) 

3 (2.2%) 
63 (46.7%) 
30 (22.2%) 

0.035 
0.373 
0.136 

2 (2.3%) 
39 (44.3%) 
21 (23.9%) 

7 (5.0%) 
83 (58.9%) 
34 (24.1%) 

0.238 
0.032 
0.966 

12 (6.7%) 
76 (42.5%) 
34 (19.0%) 

10 (3.6%) 
146 (52.9%) 
64 (23.2%) 

0.350 
0.030 
0.288 

Angle between LAD & LCx,  
mean ± SD 

79.1 ± 18.1 81.2 ± 22.9 0.485  81.7 ± 17.7 82.9 ± 25.4 0.721   80.4 ± 17.9 82.0 ± 24.2 0.288 
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Table 2: Procedural characteristics according to intracoronary imaging use, and by randomization to provisional or dual-stent strategy.  
 
 
Characteristic 

Provisional Stepwise (n=226)   Systematic dual (n=229)   Overall 
IVUS or OCT 

used 
(n=91) 

 

Angiogram-
guidance 
(n=135) 

 

p-value  IVUS or OCT 
used 

(n=88) 
 

Angiogram-
guidance 
(n=141) 

 

p-value   IVUS or OCT 
used 

(n=179) 
 

Angiogram-
guidance 
(n=276) 

 

p-value 

Access site (%) 
     Femoral 
     Radial 

 
25 (27.5%) 
65 (71.4%) 

 
39 (28.9%) 
95 (70.4%) 

0.939   
26 (29.5%) 
61 (69.3%) 

 
41 (29.1%) 
98 (69.5%) 

0.982    
51 (28.5%) 
126 (70.4%) 

 
80 (29.0%) 
193 (69.9%) 

0.993 

Glycoprotein IIbIIIa inhibitor (%) 5 (5.5%) 6 (4.4%) 0.719  5 (5.7%) 4 (2.8%) 0.281   10 (5.6%) 10 (3.6%) 0.318 
Bivalirudin use (%) 2 (2.2%) 0 0.084  0 1 (0.7%) 0.429   2 (1.1%) 1 (0.4%) 0.331 
Main vessel (%) 
     LM/ LAD 
     LM/ Cx 

 
72 (79.1%) 
19 (20.9%) 

 
102 (75.6%) 
33 (24.4%) 

0.532   
70 (79.5%) 
18 (20.5%) 

 
105 (74.5%) 
36 (25.5%) 

0.379    
142 (79.3%) 
37 (20.7%) 

 
207 (75.0%) 
69 (25.0%) 

0.110 

Stent length involving LM (mm),  
mean ± SD 

25.4 ± 14.3 25.6 ± 11.2 0.908  31.1 ± 18.5 32.3 ± 17.0 0.599   28.2 ± 16.6 29.0 ± 14.9 0.570 

Wire jailed after first stent (%) 79 (86.8%) 106 (78.5%) 0.113  80 (90.9%) 107 (75.9%) 0.016   159 (88.8%) 213 (77.2%)  
TIMI flow in side vessel after 1st 
stent (%) 
     ≤ 2 
     3 
     Missing data 

 
 

3 (3.3%) 
88 (96.7%) 

0 

 
 

9 (6.6%) 
126 (93.3%) 

0 

0.268   
 
0 

80 (90.9%) 
8 (9.1%) 

 
 

8 (5.7%) 
102 (72.3%) 
31 (22.0%) 

0.014    
 

3 (1.7%) 
168 (93.9%) 

8 (4.5%) 

 
 

17 (6.2%) 
228 (82.6%) 
31 (11.2%) 

0.015 

Rewiring second vessel (%) 
     Yes 
     No 
     Missing 

 
84 (92.3%) 

7 (7.7%) 
0 

 
128 (94.8%) 

7 (5.2%) 
0

0.443   
83 (94.3%) 

2 (2.3%) 
3 (3.4%)

 
136 (96.5%) 

1 (0.7%) 
4 (2.8%)

0.578    
167 (93.3%) 

9 (5.0%) 
3 (1.7%)

 
264 (95.7%) 

8 (2.9%) 
4 (1.4%)

0.393 

Stent to main vessel (%) 91 (100%) 135 (100%)   88 (100%) 141 (100%)    179 (100%) 276 (100%)  
Stent to side vessel (%) 18 (19.8%) 33 (24.4%) 0.633  85 (96.6%) 133 (94.3%) 0.436   103 (57.5%) 166 (60.1%) 0.797 
Reason for stenting side vessel in 
provisional group (%) 
     Dissection 
     Residual stenosis 
     Impaired flow 
     Other 
     Not applicable 

 
 

7 (7.7%) 
7 (7.7%) 
1 (1.1%) 
3 (3.3%) 

73 (80.2%) 

 
 

15 (11.1%) 
15 (11.1%) 

0 
3 (2.2%) 

102 (75.6%) 

0.528          

Planned at start of the case to use 
IVUS (%) 

77 (84.6%) 1 (0.7%) <0.001  70 (79.5%) 3 (2.1%) <0.001   147 (82.1%) 4 (1.4%) <0.001 
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OCT used (%) 11 (12.1%) 0   17 (19.3%) 0    28 (15.6%) 0  
IVUS used (%) 80 (87.9%) 0   71 (80.7%) 0    151 (84.4%) 0  
IVUS used in main vessel (%) 45 (49.5%) 0   19 (21.6%) 0    64 (35.8%) 0  
IVUS used in both vessels (%) 35 (38.5%) 0   52 (59.1%) 0    87 (48.6%) 0  
Operator reintervened with 
balloon or stent as a result of  
IVUS findings (%) 

28 (30.8%) 0   14 (15.9%) 0    42 (23.5%) 0  

Length of lesion in LM (mm),  
mean ± SD 

6.8 ± 3.3 6.02 ± 3.0 0.048  6.9 ± 3.0 6.02 ± 2.6 0.024   6.9 ± 3.2 6.0 ± 2.8 0.003 

Length of lesion in side branch 
(mm), mean ± SD 

6.4 ± 4.8 5.4 ± 3.3 0.081  7.6 ± 5.2 8.1 ± 6.0 0.455   7.0 ± 5.0 6.8 ± 5.0 0.760 

Procedural duration (min),  
mean ± SD 

86.8 ± 34.5 65.5 ± 33.4 <0.001  94.3 ± 38.7 71.7 ± 37.1 <0.001   90.5 ± 36.7 68.7 ± 35.4 <0.001 

Fluoroscopy duration (min),  
mean ± SD 

21.6 ± 11.9 20.5 ± 12.0 0.474  25.1 ± 18.4 22.8 ± 13.6 0.280   23.3 ± 15.5 21.7 ± 12.9 0.212 

X-ray dose (cGy.cm2) mean ± SD 6682.0 ± 9189.7 7213.0 ± 5822.1 0.743  7404.7 ± 7091.5 7497.5 ± 6261.4 0.918   7138.8 ± 8206.4 7358.9 ± 6041.9 0.745 
Contrast volume (ml) mean ± SD 218.1 ± 83.2 214.0 ± 97.1 0.743  239.2 ± 101.1 214.9 ± 92.1 0.062   228.5 ± 92.8 214.5 ± 94.4 0.120 
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Table 3: Clinical outcomes according to intracoronary imaging use, and by randomization to provisional or dual-stent strategy. 
 

Outcome Randomized to 
stepwise provisional 

(n=226) 
 

Randomised to 
systematic dual 

(n=229) 
 

Overall 
(n=455) 

Effect of dual-stent vs. provisional 
single-stent strategy 

Odds ratio [95% CI] P-value 
 

Interaction 
P-value 

Primary endpoint (Death, MI or TVR at 1 year): 
      Intracoronary imaging used (n=179) 19/91 (20.9%) 11/88 (12.5%) 30/179 (16.8%) 0.54 (0.24, 1.22) p=0.137 0.009 
      Angiography-guidance (n=276) 14/135 (10.4%) 29/141 (20.6%)  43/276 (15.6%) 2.24 (1.13, 4.45) p=0.022
Secondary endpoints (at 1 year): 
All cause death 
      Intracoronary imaging used (n=179) 3/91 (3.3%) 2/88 (2.3%) 5/179 (2.8%) 0.68 (0.11, 4.18) p=0.679 0.240 
      Angiography-guidance (n=276) 3/135 (2.2%) 8/141 (5.7%) 11/276 (4.0%) 2.65 (0.69, 10.20) p=0.157 
Cardiac death  
      Intracoronary imaging used (n=179) 3/91 (3.3%) 1/88 (1.1%) 4/179 (2.2%) 0.34 (0.03, 3.31) p=0.351 0.256 
      Angiography-guidance (n=276) 3/135 (2.2%) 5/141 (3.5%) 8/276 (2.9%) 1.62 (0.38, 6.91) p=0.516 
TVR  
      Intracoronary imaging used (n=179) 7/91 (7.7%) 5/88 (5.7%) 12/179 (6.7%) 0.72 (0.22, 2.37) p=0.592 0.152 
      Angiography-guidance (n=276) 7/135 (5.2%) 15/141 (10.6%) 22/276 (8.0%) 2.18 (0.86, 5.52) p=0.101 
Stent thrombosis 
      Intracoronary imaging used (n=179) 3/91 (3.3%) 0 3/179 (1.7%) p=0.997 0.998 
      Angiography-guidance (n=276) 4/135 (3.0%) 4/141 (2.8%) 8/276 (2.9%) 0.96 (0.23, 3.90) p=0.950 
MI 
      Intracoronary imaging used (n=179) 14/91 (15.4%) 6/88 (6.8%) 20/179 (11.2%) 0.40 (0.15, 1.10) p=0.076 0.015 
      Angiography-guidance (n=276) 9/135 (6.7%) 18/141 (12.8%) 27/276 (9.8%) 2.05 (0.89, 4.74) p=0.093 
Periprocedural MI 
      Intracoronary imaging used (n=179) 7/91 (7.7%) 3/88 (3.4%) 10/179 (5.6%) 0.42 (0.11, 1.69) p=0.224 0.035 
      Angiography-guidance (n=276) 2/135 (1.5%) 8/141 (5.7%) 10/276 (3.6%) 4.00 (0.83, 19.19) p=0.083 
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Table 4: Analysis of primary endpoint for intracoronary imaging use vs. angiography-guidance, according to potential confounding factors.  
 

Outcome IVUS or OCT used 
(n=event/total) 

 

Angiography-
guidance 

(n=event/total) 
 

Overall 
(n=event/total) 

 

Effect of intracoronary imaging use 
vs. angiography-guidance 

Odds ratio [95% CI] P-value 
 

Interaction 
P-value 

(a) Lesion length in side vessel  

      < 10mm (n=374) 26/147 (18%) 32/227 (14%) 58/374 (16%) 1.31 (0.74, 2.30) p=0.350 0.960 
      ≥ 10mm (n=76) 
 

4/28 (14%) 11/48 (23%) 15/76 (20%) 0.56 (0.16, 1.97) p=0.366 

(b) Stent length in main vessel 

      < 28mm (n=258) 18/106 (17.0%) 27/152 (17.8%) 45/258 (17%) 0.95 (0.49, 1.83) p=0.871 0.525 
      ≥ 28mm (n=197) 
 

12/73 (16.4%) 16/124 (12.9%) 28/197 (14%) 1.33 (0.59, 2.99) p=0.493 

(c) Extent of calcification  

      Mild or none (n=233) 17/103 (16.5%) 19/130 (14.6%) 36/233 (15%) 1.16 (0.57, 2.35) p=0.692 0.854 
      Moderate or severe (n=222) 
 

13/76 (17.1%) 24/146 (16.4%) 37/222 (17%) 1.05 (0.50, 2.20) p=0.899 

 
Missing data: length of obstruction in side branch =5 (IVUS or OCT used group =4, no IVUS or OCT group =1) 
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