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Background: Evidence of improved risk assessment in aortic stenosis (AS) by using energy-
loss index (ELI) instead of aortic valve area indexed to body surface area (AVAi) is scarce,
and positive results have been driven by aortic valve replacement. We aimed to evaluate the
prognostic performance of ELI and AVAi in a head-to-head comparison using large-scale,
real-world data.

Methods: In the multi-center, mortality-data linked National Echocardiography Database of
Australia (NEDA), patients with AS and requisite ascending aortic area measurements were
identified. The prognostic value of AVAi and ELI, respectively, was analyzed using Cox
regression and the C statistic.

Results: In patients with mild AS (n=3,179), moderate AS (n=4,194), and severe AS
(n=3,120), there were 4,229 deaths of which 2,359 were reported as cardiovascular deaths
(median [interquartile range] follow-up 2.5 [1.1-4.5] years]. Decreasing AV Ai was associated
with increased cardiovascular mortality (hazard ratio [95% confidence interval] 1.18 [1.16—
1.20] per 0.1 cm*/m? downward increment]. Prognostic performance for 5-year mortality did
not improve by using ELI instead of AV Ai (identical C statistics 0.626 [0.612—-0.640]), and
the relative performance did not change when analyzing 1-year cardiovascular mortality, or
all-cause mortality.

Conclusion: ELI was not associated with improved prognostic performance compared to
AVAI in echocardiographic assessment of AS using large-scale, real-world clinical data.
AVAIi remains a relevant measure for risk prediction in AS, providing information on

incremental risk with decreasing area.
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Clinical perspective

Overestimation of pressure gradients in aortic stenosis (AS) can be explained by the pressure
recovery phenomenon. By taking this pressure recovery into account, the true net pressure
gradient across the valve can be appreciated. While catheter-based gradients are measured
beyond the stenosis and after pressure recovery, Doppler-derived gradients are based on
velocity measures within the vena contracta, and any pressure recovery distal to this site will
result in overestimation of the true net gradient. This can be accounted for using energy-loss
index (ELI). Evidence of improved risk assessment by ELI is scarce. We aimed to evaluate
the prognostic performance of both ELI and aortic valve area (AVA) indexed to body-surface
area regarding cardiovascular death using large-scale, real-world data; the multi-center,
mortality-data linked National Echocardiography Database of Australia (NEDA). We
included 10,443 patients with mild, moderate or severe AS. There were 2359 cardiovascular
deaths during a median follow-up of 2.5 years. Both AVA and ELI were associated with
increased risk of cardiovascular death, but there was no difference in c statistics, i.e. ELI was
not associated with improved prognostic performance compared to AVA. Possibly, this can
be explained either by increased measurement errors using ELI, or that ELI does not fully
account for the complexity in pressure recovery, or that other factors than the pressure

gradient contribute to mortality.
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Background

Echocardiography is the non-invasive method of choice in aortic stenosis (AS) assessment.'
Doppler ultrasound is used to estimate the pressure gradient across the aortic valve,'™ and
although good agreement can be achieved between Doppler-derived pressure gradients and
catheter gradients, overestimation of pressure gradients by echocardiography is not
uncommon.” > This can be explained by the pressure recovery phenomenon.*” When blood is
accelerating through a stenotic aortic valve opening, static pressure energy is converted into
kinetic energy. Upon entering the ascending aorta, blood flow decelerates and some of the
kinetic energy is dissipated into heat and some is recovered as static pressure energy,
depending on the amount of turbulent flow. By taking this recovery of pressure into account,
the true net pressure gradient across the stenotic valve can be appreciated. While catheter-
based pressure gradients are measured distantly from the stenosis where pressure recovery
already will have occurred, Doppler-derived pressure gradients are based on velocity
measures within the vena contracta, and any pressure recovery distal to this site will thus
result in overestimation of the true net gradient. The pressure recovery phenomenon has been
demonstrated to occur in several experimental studies, both in prosthetic and native aortic

4610 and suggestions have been made on how to adjust for this in echocardiography.10

valves
Since pressure recovery increases with increasing aortic valve area (AVA) and decreasing
aortic area (AoA), a pressure recovery adjusted AVA, also known as the energy-loss index
(ELI), can be defined with a simple formula incorporating AVA, AoA and body surface
area.' Moving from smaller experimental studies to larger epidemiological studies, attempts
have been made to prove that pressure recovery is a clinically relevant parameter in the risk

. . 11-14 . . . .
assessment of patients with AS. However, evidence of improved risk assessment by using

ELI instead of unadjusted AVA is scarce, and results have either been driven by aortic valve
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replacement numbers or flawed by not considering pre-existing differences between

patients that were reclassified after pressure recovery adjustment to those that were not'* '

Despite previous attempts, it is still not known whether pressure recovery adjustment
improves risk stratification of AS patients. Therefore, we aimed to evaluate the prognostic
value of both AVAi and ELI in a head-to-head comparison using large-scale, real-world data.
The primary outcome was the prediction of CV mortality, and the secondary outcome
evaluated all-cause mortality. We also aimed to evaluate the association between AVA and
ELI, respectively, and the hemodynamic consequences of aortic stenosis, including left
ventricular hypertrophy, left atrial enlargement, increased pulmonary artery pressure, and

increased filling pressures.

Methods

The National Echo Database Australia (NEDA) is a large, observational registry including
individual echocardiographic data on a retrospective and prospective basis from participating
centers throughout Australia."” Currently, >600,000 subjects are included in the registry.
Typically, included subjects have been referred by a primary care physician for
echocardiography in the investigation of suspected heart disease or as part of routine
management of known CV disease. In accordance with the structure of the Australian health

care system, minimal referral bias applies.

Data have been cross-linked to the Australian National Death Index'® to obtain survival status

for each subject until study census date (21 May 2019). In consistency with previous NEDA

19

analyses,'""” causes of death were categorized according to ICD-10 and a primary code

within 1.00 — 1.99 was considered as a CV-related death.
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The NEDA database has been registered in the Australian New Zeeland Clinical Trials
Registry [ACTRN12617001387314]. Ethical approval has been obtained from all relevant

Human Research Ethics Committees.
Echocardiography

All measurements from investigations performed at any of the NEDA participating centers
from 1 Jan 2000 to 21 May 2019, and accompanying data on sex, date of birth, date of
examination, weight, and height, were transferred to a central database through an automated
process for data extraction. All subjects included in the NEDA database are given a unique ID
linked to their echocardiographic investigations. For this study, only the last echocardiogram

for each eligible subject was included.

For this study, adult patients with native valve aortic stenosis (peak aortic velocity >2.5 m/s
and/or AV mean gradient >10 mmHg)' were eligible for inclusion. Patients were excluded if
follow-up data or data on aortic peak velocity were missing, in case of previous AVR, or if
severe/moderate to severe aortic/mitral regurgitation were present. Finally, patients were
excluded if data necessary to perform pressure recovery adjustment calculations (AVA, AoA)

were missing. A flow-chart of patient inclusion and exclusion is presented in Figure 1.

Patients were graded based on AVAi according to the following criteria: severe AS: <0.6 cm’;
moderate AS: 0.6 — 0.85 cm?; and mild AS: >0.85 cm” and an aortic peak velocity >2.5 m/s
and/or a mean gradient >10 mmHg. Severe and moderate AS included patients with both

high- and low-gradient AS, and their proportions are described in Figure 1.

ELI was calculated in all patients according to the following formula:'
Energy-loss index, ELI = (AVA % AoA) / (AoA — AVA)/body surface area

in which
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aortic valve area, AVA = rLVOTZ X VI vor, VTly
and
Aortic area, AoA = & X rs,j2

VTILyor denotes the velocity time integral at the left ventricular outflow tract, VTI,v denotes
the velocity time integral at the aortic valve, and ry; denotes the aortic radius at the sinotubular
junction. Left ventricular (LV) mass was calculated according to the Cube formula: L'V mass
(g)=0.8 x1.04 ([IVS + LVID + PW]’ — LVID®) + 0.6. Increased LVM was defined as any
value above the sex-specific upper limit of normal.”® Left atrial volume is presented indexed
to body surface area (LA Vi) and increased LAVi was defined as LAVi >34 ml/m?.%
Increased right ventricular systolic pressure gradient was defined as tricuspid regurgitation

peak velocity above 2.8 m/s. E/e' ratio was considered elevated when >14.7'

Statistical analysis
Statistical analysis was performed using R v. 3.5.3 (R Core Team (2021). R: A language and
environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna,

Austria (https://www.R-project.org/), example packages: Survival v. 3.1-12,

OptimalCutpoints v.1.1.4, MASS v. 7.3.53.1). Continuous variables were described using
mean and standard deviation (SD). Proportional differences between groups were assessed
using the %2 test. Comparison of group means were performed using Student’s t test. The
association between AV Aiand mortality, and ELI and mortality, respectively, was analyzed
using multivariable Cox proportional hazard regression models adjusted for age, sex and AV
peak velocity. Hazard ratios (HR) are presented with 95% confidence intervals (CI) with
increased risk by decreasing AVA per 0.1 cm*/m” increments presented as HR above 1. Since
risk of death was expected to increase substantially at lower values of either AVAi or ELI,

natural cubic splines were used to characterize the risk associated the with decreasing AVAi
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and ELI values, respectively, using four knots placed at the 5™ 35™ 651 and 95" percentiles.
The assumption of proportional hazards was confirmed using Schoenfeld’s residuals.
Comparison of predictive strength of the models was performed by reporting the C statistic
(concordance), and by describing the diagnostic accuracy at optimal cut-offs. Based on the
highest Youden’s index, optimal cutoffs for 5- and 1-year CV mortality were decided for both

AVAIi and ELI, respectively.

Reclassification was considered to occur if a patient received a lower grade of AS severity
using ELI compared to AVAi, e.g. severe by AVAi but moderate by ELI (>0.6 cm*/m” but
<0.85 cm?/m?), as per previous studies on pressure recovery adjustment of AS grade ' > '*.
Cox regression was used to determine whether reclassification from either severe to moderate
AS, or from moderate to mild was associated with improved survival. This was determined by
using reclassification as a binary variable and 5-year CV death as the outcome variable. To
determine whether the association between reclassification and survival was determined by
differences in AVAIi between those that were reclassified and those that were not, the same
analysis was performed with adjustment for AVAI. This was done to evaluate whether a

potentially positive effect of reclassification was confounded by how close the unadjusted

area measurement was to the specific threshold.

In addition, the following sensitivity analyses were performed: a) including only patients with
an aortic diameter <3.0 cm (since reclassification is more common in patients with smaller
aortic diameter), b) including only patients with either moderate or severe AS but excluding
patients with low-gradient AS, and c) including only patients with similar stroke volume (60 —

80 ml, since pressure recovery depends not only on aortic area but also on flow rate'°).
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Sensitivity analyses were performed for the Cox regression analysis and reported with C

statistics with 95% confidence intervals (95%CI).

The correlation between AVAi or ELI and L'V mass, left atrial volume, right systolic
ventricular pressure gradient, and E/e’ ratio was assessed using Pearson’s r, and multivariable
analysis was performed using linear regression with backward elimination at p>0.1, and
logistic regression for binary outcomes of increased L'V mass, left atrial enlargement,
elevated, E/e’ and right systolic ventricular pressure gradient based on commonly used
reference values as described above. Statistical significance was accepted at the level of

p<0.05 (two-sided).

Results
In total, 10,493 patients were included in the study (73.9+14.5 years, 47% females). Baseline
characteristics are presented in Table 1. According to AVAi, 3,179 patients had mild AS,

4,194 patients had moderate AS and 3,120 patients severe AS (Fig. 1).

During a median follow-up of 2.5 years (interquartile range 1.1-4.5 years), 4,229 patients
(40%) died, of whom 2,359/4,229 (56%) due to a primary CV cause. One- and 5-year

mortality rates by reclassified or non-reclassified AS grades are presented in Table 2.

Reclassification due to pressure recovery adjustment

After pressure recovery adjustment, 34% of patients were reclassified from severe to
moderate (n=1,055) or mild (n=14), and 45% from moderate to mild (n=2,586).
Reclassification from severe to moderate was most frequent in patients with small aortic
diameter (60.1% in patients with aortic diameter <2.5 cm, 41.8% in patients with aortic

diameter 2.5 — 3.0 cm), but was common also among those with larger diameter (22.8% in
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patients with aortic diameter 3.5 — 4.0 cm, 13.1% in patients with aortic diameter 4.0 — 4.5
cm). The aortic diameter was smaller in female patients than in male (3.0+£0.6 vs. 3.3+£0.6 cm,
p<0.001). Reclassification occurred more often in female than in male patients (43.1% vs.

27.7%, p<0.001).

Both 5- and 1-year, CV and all-cause mortality was highest for patients with severe AS, and
declined for each reduction in grade of severity (Table 2). Patients that were reclassified from
severe to moderate had lower mortality rates than those with non-reclassified severe AS
(p<0.001), and patients that were reclassified from moderate to mild, had lower mortality
rates than those with non-reclassified moderate AS (p<0.001). Compared to those that were
reclassified to moderate AS, patients with non-reclassified severe AS had higher AV mean
gradient (35+17 vs. 24412 mmHg, p<0.001), higher AV peak velocity (3.7+£0.9 vs. 3.0+0.8
m/s, p<0.001), and lower AVAi (0.41£0.08 vs. 0.56+0.03 cm”, p<0.001). Similarly, compared
to those that were reclassified to mild AS, patients with non-reclassified moderate AS had
higher AV mean gradient (18+10 vs. 14+8 mmHg, p<0.001), higher AV peak velocity

(2.740.7 vs. 2.4+0.7 m/s, p<0.001), and lower AVAI (0.66+0.04 vs. 0.77+0.05 cm?, p<0.001).

In patients with severe AS, reclassification to moderate AS was associated with reduced risk
of death (death within 5 years, HR 0.73 [0.63-0.84] but not if AV Ai was taken into account
(HR 1.04 [0.86—1.26]). Similarly, in patients with moderate AS, reclassification to mild AS
was associated with reduced risk of death (death within 5 years, HR 0.73 [0.63-0.84]) but not

once AVAiwas added to the model (HR 0.92 [0.74 — 1.14]).

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.08.23287015

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.08.23287015; this version posted March 12, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Prognostic and hemodynamic consequences of pressure recovery aortic valve area

adjustment

Decreasing AVAi and ELI were both associated with increased mortality, both for all-cause
mortality and CV mortality (Table 3), and the risk increased exponentially with decreasing
AVAI and ELI, respectively (Fig. 2). No difference was found in the C statistic between
AVAI and ELI measures, neither for CV mortality nor for all-cause mortality (Table 3), and

similar results were found in the sensitivity analyses (Table S1).

Optimal cutoffs for either 5-year or 1-year cardiovascular mortality were higher for AVA 4

than for AVA, but there was no difference in accuracy (Table 4).

For male patients, the C statistic was 0.629 [0.613-0.645] for AVAi in the prediction of CV
death within 5 years, and 0.624 [0.608—0.640] for ELI. For female patients, the C statistic was
0.647 (0.631-0.662) for AVA in the prediction of CV death within 5 years, and 0.618 (0.598—

0.638] for ELL

AVAIi and ELI were both significantly but weakly correlated with LV mass, LAVi, E/e’ ratio,
and tricuspid regurgitation peak gradient. Both AV peak velocity and AV mean gradient
showed stronger correlation with LV mass compared to both AVA measures (Table 5). In
univariable analysis, both AVAi and ELI were associated with increased risk of increased
LAVi, LV mass, tricuspid regurgitation peak gradient, and elevated E/e’ ratio. However, these

associations did not persist in multivariable analysis (Table S2).

Discussion

The main finding of the study is that although both decreasing AV Ai and ELI were associated
with increased risk of CV death, there was no incremental prognostic value in using ELI
instead of unadjusted AVAi. This is the largest study evaluating the value of ELI assessment

for the prediction of CV and all-cause mortality in AS patients.

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.08.23287015

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.08.23287015; this version posted March 12, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

ELI instead of AV Ai did not improve predictions across the entire spectrum of AS, and ELI
did not perform better than AV Ai in predicting hemodynamic consequences of AS. These
findings contrast previous studies on the prognostic value of pressure recovery adjustment of
AS severity.'” > After showing in vitro that the energy loss could be accounted for using
information on AVA and aortic area only, 138 patients with moderate or severe AS with a
combined endpoint of death or AVR were evaluated over 8 months follow-up.'® In that study,
ELI was the only significant aortic valve measure associated with survival in multivariable
analysis. However, the study was small, and both AVAi and ELI were included in the same
model. Consequently, multi-collinearity may have led to unreliable estimates. In a substudy of
the Simvastatin and Ezetimibe in Aortic Stenosis (SEAS) study, in which patients with AS
were randomized to lipid-lowering treatment or placebo, the prognostic value of ELI was
evaluated in 1,563 patients with a median follow-up of 4.3 years for the combined outcome of
AVR, hospitalization for heart failure resulting from AS progression, and CV death. The use
of ELI was associated with a higher rate of the combined endpoint, mainly driven by AVR.
Importantly, AVR as an endpoint to elucidate whether ELI adds incremental information is
questionable given that, in these retrospective studies, the interventional decision was unlikely
based on ELI. Perhaps most importantly, pressure recovery adjustment of AVA will, by
mathematical definition, always result in larger estimations of AVA. Consequently, patients
with low ELI will, by mathematical definition, have a lower AVAi (Fig. 3). At the same
threshold for AVAi and ELI, it is thus expected that a higher rate of AVR will be performed
in the ELI group since their adjusted AVAi is lower. Thus, AVAi and ELI cannot be
compared using the same threshold for intervention. In line with this, the current study shows
that the optimal cutoffs in prediction of 5- as well as 1-year mortality is consistently higher
for ELI than for AV AI, but without improvement in accuracy. In the current study, the

optimal cutoff for ELI (0.75 cm?*/m?”) was higher than that found by previous authors (0.52

12
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cm?/m” ' and 0.60 cm?/m? '"). Of note, for both AVA measures in the current study,
sensitivity and specificity value were low, indicating that several other factors are likely in
play in the prediction of mortality in AS patients. Also, it deserves to be mentioned that risk
increases as a continuum along the AS severity spectrum in a manner that is not accurately
reflected by a dichotomous cutoff, and cutoff values derived from an observational study do
not offer immediate guidance on which value should be used to decide the most appropriate

interventional strategy.

The observed risk reduction in reclassified patients disappear after adjusting for pre-existing
differences in AV Ai. Thus, the positive effects of reclassification are highly confounded by
how close the unadjusted area measurement is to the threshold in question. At first glance,
even in the current study, reclassification from severe to moderate, and from moderate to
mild, seems to be associated with a reduction in risk, and such findings have been described

1214 One previous study aimed to determine the clinical implication of

in two prior studies.
pressure recovery by studying the rate of AS severity grade reclassification due to pressure
recovery adjustment, and comparing the risk between patients that were reclassified to those
that were not.'? In that study, almost 25% of patients with severe AS could be reclassified to
moderate AS after adjusting for pressure recovery and showed higher event-free survival rates
compared to patients with AS who remained severe after pressure recovery adjustment.
However, the improved survival is expected, since those who remained classified as severe
had lower AVA and higher AV mean gradient, and would therefore always, by definition, be
at higher risk.** In a recent study, improved survival among patients undergoing transcatheter
aortic valve implantation was observed for patients that were reclassified after pressure
recovery adjustment and multimodal imaging of the left ventricular outflow tract. These

patients had lower AV mean gradient, as well as lower Agatson scores.'* Of note, the same

principles of echocardiographically assessing AS severity before intervention apply regardless

13
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of whether the aortic valve intervention is surgical or using a transcatheter approach. Hence,
there is no reason why pressure recovery adjustment would have different consequences for

different interventional methods.

In agreement with our findings, in a small, observational study of asymptomatic patients with
AS, ELI did not improve prediction of major cardiac events (including cardiac death,
ventricular fibrillation, myocardial infarction, heart failure requiring admission, and aortic

valve replacement). However, a small benefit was observed among those with severe AS.

Our findings do not, per se, contradict the existence nor the effect of the pressure recovery
phenomenon, which has been shown in several studies, both in vitro and in vivo.*'® The lack
of impact on hard endpoints such as mortality, could instead be explained either by a) that the
use of additional measures in AS assessment increases the risk of measurement errors which
could cloud the true impact, b) that the suggested correction formula does not account for the
complexity in pressure recovery, or c) that other factors than the net pressure gradient

contribute to mortality in this population.

The complexity of pressure recovery may not be fully appreciated in the “easy-to-use”
equation provided by Garcia, et al.'’ For instance, although flow rate is known to affect
pressure recovery, the equation assumes similar flow rates by adjusting for body surface
area.'’ However, transaortic flow rates vary and has been shown to be associated with
mortality in AS patients.**?° In this study, we were unable to account for flow rate since
ejection time was rarely recorded. Other approaches which to a greater extent directly
measure the energy loss may prove to be more successful. Using cardiovascular magnetic
resonance imaging (CMR), for example, the flow effects in AS can be assessed and thus the
turbulent kinetic energy, which dominates the energy dissipation into heat, can be

estimated.””?® However, the CMR techniques need further validation.””**
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Other factors than the net pressure gradient are likely to contribute to mortality. Prior
observations have shown that patients with moderate AS are at almost similarly high risk as

those with severe AS, despite having lower gradients.'® *

The current study found the risk to
increase exponentially. This extends the knowledge from a previous study where it was

observed that decreasing AVA in patients with severe AS (AVA <1.0 cm?) was incrementally

associated with an increasing 5-year mortality.*"

In the current study, increasing mortality with decreasing AVA was observed in spite of weak
correlations to hemodynamic measures such as LV mass or surrogates of increased filling
pressures. This is in agreement with the findings by Dweck, et al, who investigated the
patterns of LV hypertrophy in patients with moderate and severe AS (AV peak velocity >3.0
m/s and AVA <1.5 cm?), and found that the degree of AS severity was unrelated to LV mass
by CMR.*' Also, although heart failure in patients with severe AS is associated with a
particularly poor prognosis, HF has multiple etiologies beyond LV pressure load due to
valvular obstruction, e.g. hypertension, ischemic heart disease, infiltrative myocardial disease,

which can occur at any grade of AS.*> ™

Our results are limited by the lack of important clinical information such as concomitant CV
disease, medications, biomarkers, or future AVR. This does not have a sizable effect on the
results regarding the primary aim of this study, i.e. to compare AV Ai vs. ELI, since that
comparison is made with the same data, and the same limitations thus are present for both
AVA measures. However, we cannot conclude from our data whether ELI better
discriminates symptomatic AS from asymptomatic AS. Also, since clinical management
decisions have been made, likely to a very large extent at least, without knowledge of ELI, we
do not know if the outcome would have been different if patients were managed according to
ELI values instead of conventional measurements. However, this applies to all existing studies

: 10-13,2 . . .
on the prognostic value of pressure recovery.''*** For this to be determined, a randomized
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clinical trial in which patients are managed based on either ELI or AV Ai is needed, e.g. in

patients with smaller aortic diameters in which the impact of pressure recovery is greater.

Conclusion

In real-world clinical data, pressure recovery adjustment of aortic valve area was not
associated with improved risk prediction in echocardiographic assessment of aortic stenosis
compared to using aortic valve area alone. Despite this, aortic valve area is a relevant measure
for risk prediction in AS patients, providing information on incremental risk with decreasing

aortic valve area.
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics [n = 10,493)
Non- Non- Non-
reclassified | Reclassified reclassified Reclassified reclassified
mild AS mild AS moderate AS moderate AS severe AS
[n=3,179] [n=2,600] [n=1,608] [n = 1,055] [n=2,051]
Age, years 71.9+154 71.9£15.9 75.5+12.5 75.3+13.7 77.5+12.0
Male sex, n [%] 1,603 [50.4] 1,201 [46.2] 896 [55.7] 584 [55.4] 1,235 [60.2]
BMI, kg/m’ 27.6+6.1 28.4+6.1 28.6+6.3 29.2+6.8 28.3+6.3
BSA, m’ 1.85+0.28 1.88+0.25 1.914£0.25 1.93£0.26 1.92+0.27
Cardiac chamber dimensions/function
LVEDD, cm 4.6+0.8 4.6+0.7 4.7+0.8 4.7+£0.7 4.7+0.8
LVEF, % 62+11 60=+12 58+13 58+13 55+15
LVEF <50%, n [%] 323 [10.2] 365 [14.0] 291 [18.1] 198 [18.8] 530 [25.8]
VTI,vor, cm 2547 2246 21+6 20+6 19+6
E/e’, unitless 15+7 15+8 16+8 17+8 19+£10
Mitral E, cm/s 91+33 92434 91+34 95433 96435
LAVi, ml/m’ 4421 42420 46421 45+19 49421
LVM, g 190+69 184+65 200+69 201+66 221+71
LVMi, g/m* 104+33 99+32 107+34 106+31 117434
TR peak gradient, mmHg 31+11 30+12 31+12 32+12 35+14
Aortic valve dimensions/function
Aortic diameter at STJ, cm 3.24+0.6 3.0+0.6 3.4+0.6 3.0+0.6 3.3+0.7
AV peak velocity, m/s 2.4+0.5 2.4+0.7 2.7+0.8 3.0£0.8 3.7£1.0
AV mean gradient, nmHg 1345 1448 18+10 23+12 35+17
AVA, cm’ 1.924+0.46 1.41£0.20 1.24+0.16 1.06+0.15 0.78+0.19
AVAi, m*/m’ 1.05+0.20 0.77+0.05 0.660.04 0.56+0.03 0.41+0.08
ELC, cm? 2.71+1.04 1.84+0.34 1.45+0.20 1.26+0.19 0.87+0.22
ELI, cm*/m’ 1.48+0.53 1.00+0.13 0.77+0.05 0.67+0.05 0.46+0.10
AV A, cm’ 0.67+0.38 0.42+0.22 0.21+0.08 0.2140.09 0.09+0.05
Values are mean+SD unless stated otherwise.
Abbreviations: AS: aortic stenosis; AV: aortic valve; AVA: aortic valve area; AVAg: difference in non-indexed
AVA after pressure recovery adjustment; AV Ai: aortic valve area indexed to body surface area; BSA: body
surface area; BMI: body-mass index; ELC: energy loss coefficient; ELI: energy loss index; LAVi: left atrial
volume, indexed to body surface area; LVEDD: left ventricular end-diastolic diameter; LVEF: left ventricular
ejection fraction; LVM: left ventricular mass; LVMi: left ventricular mass, indexed to body surface area; TR:
tricuspid regurgitation; STJ: sinotubular junction; VTI: velocity time integral;
Data were available for 9,905 to calculate LVEF, for 5,528 to calculate E/e’ ratio, for 7,711 to calculate LAVi, for
9,452 to calculate LVM. TR peak gradient was available in 6,609, AV peak velocity in 10,217 and AV mean
gradient in 10,292 cases. As per the inclusion criteria there were no missing data on AVA, AVAIj, ELC, or ELI.
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Table 2. One- and five-year mortality stratified by reclassified and non-reclassified aortic stenosis

grades
. Non- . Non-
Mild AS ngﬁlgs:;ed reclassifed r;l:szlearistleﬁz% reclassified P
moderate AS severe AS
L-year All-cause | 385(13.0) | 314(13.0) | 259(17.8) | 200(20.1) | 577(30.6) | <0.001
vk
mortality cv 211 (7.1) 193 (8.0) 156 (10.8) | 148(14.9) | 406(21.5) | <0.001
5-year All-cause | 545(40.1) | 462(44.1) | 336(55.7) | 240(55.7) | 646(66.1) | <0.001
Tk
mortality cv 335(24.7) | 282(26.9) | 225(37.3) | 172(39.9) | 480(49.1) | <0.001

Data are presented as number (%).

* In patients with at least 1-year possible follow-up

** In patients with at least 5-years possible follow-up (n=4,416)
Abbreviations: AS: aortic stenosis; CV: cardiovascular

18


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.08.23287015

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.08.23287015; this version posted March 12, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 3. Hazard ratios (HR, unadjusted and adjusted for age, sex and AV peak velocity) and C statistics for aortic
valve area indexed to body surface area and energy-loss index in the prediction of cardiovascular mortality and all-
cause mortality at 5 years.
Cardiovascular mortality
Absolute estimate Adjusted for age, sex and AV peak velocity
HR [95% CI] C statistic HR [95% CI] C statistic
AVAI, per 0.1
cm’/m” decrement 1.18 [1.16-1.20] 0.626 [0.612-0.640] 1.14 [1.12-1.16] 0.711 [0.699-0.723]
ELIL per 0.1
cm?’/m” decrement 1.10 [1.09-1.12] 0.626 [0.612-0.640] 1.07 [1.06-1.09] 0.707 [0.695-0.719]
All-cause mortality
Absolute estimate Adjusted for age, sex and AV peak velocity
HR [95% CI] C statistic HR [95% CI] C statistic
AVAI, per 0.1
cm?’/m” decrement .12 [1.11-1.14] 0.593 [0.583-0.601] 1.09 [1.07-1.10] 0.691 [0.683-0.699]
ELI, per 0.1
cm?’/m” decrement 1.07 [1.06-1.08] 0.597 [0.587-0.607] 1.05[1.04-1.05] 0.689 [0.681-0.697]
Abbreviations: AVAI: aortic valve area indexed to body surface area; CI: confidence interval; ELI: energy loss
index; HR: hazard ratio
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Table 4. Optimal cutoffs based on the highest Youden’s index for body surface
indexed aortic valve area and energy loss index for either 5-year or 1-year
cardiovascular mortality

S-year cardiovascular mortality

Optimal cut-off Sensitivity [%] Specificity [%]
AVAIi, cm*/m’ 0.63 57.3 [54.3 - 60.2] 66.7 [65.8 — 67.7]
ELI, cm*/m’ 0.75 55.7[52.7 - 58.7] 67.5 [66.6 — 68.5]

1-year cardiovascular mortality

Optimal cut-off Sensitivity [%] Specificity [%]
AVAI, cm¥/m’ 0.63 57.3 [54.3 — 60.2] 66.7 [65.8 — 67.7]
ELI, cm*/m’ 0.75 55.7[52.7 - 58.7] 67.5[66.6 — 68.5]
Abbreviations: AVAi: aortic valve area indexed to body surface area; ELI: energy loss

index
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Table 5. Correlation coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for aortic valve area indexed to body surface
area, energy loss index, aortic valve peak velocity and aortic valve mean gradient.

Left ventricular mass Left atrial volume Tricuspid regurgitant
E/e’ ratio
index index peak gradient
AVA -0.08 [-0.10 —-0.06] | -0.05[-0.07 —-0.03] -0.13 [-0.15--0.11] -0.10 [-0.12 —-0.08]
ELI -0.11[-0.12--0.09] | -0.07 [-0.09 —-0.04] -0.12 [-0.15 —-0.10] -0.10 [-0.12 —-0.07]
AV peak velocity 0.24 [0.22 - 0.26] 0.10 [0.08 —0.12] 0.13[0.10-0.16] 0.15[0.12-10.17]

AV mean gradient

0.23[0.22 - 0.25]

0.10[0.07 - 0.12]

0.12[0.10—0.17]

0.13[0.11-0.15]

Abbreviations: AV

: aortic valve; AVA: aortic valve area indexed to body surface area; ELI: energy loss index.
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Figure legends

Figure 1. Flow chart of patient inclusion and exclusion.

Figure 2. Impact of decreasing aortic valve area indexed by body surface area (AV A1) (upper
panels) and energy loss index (ELI) (lower panels) on the risk of cardiovascular (CV) death.
The hazard ratio (with 95% confidence intervals (CI)) for CV mortality was calculated using
Cox regression and modelled with natural cubic splines with four knots, unadjusted (left
panels), and adjusted for age, sex, and aortic valve (AV) peak velocity (right panels). Both
AVAI and ELI showed exponentially increasing risk with decreasing area, but at different
absolute values due to differences in magnitude.

Figure 3. The relationship between non-adjusted aortic valve area and pressure recovery
adjusted aortic valve areas for different aortic diameters. Note that the pressure recovery
adjusted aortic valve area will, by mathematical definition, always be larger than the un-

adjusted measure.
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NEDA v.2 Registry (1st January 2020)

1,077,145 investigations in 631,824 individuals
(mean age 62.0+17.8 years,
333,307 males, 299,517 females) 445,321 repeat studies (range 2 - 53, 372,347 <5 repeat studies)

2,103 with no follow-up data

o 17,471 with previous AVR
(11,614 males (aged 70.2+14.3 years), 5,857 females (aged 73.2+13.8 years)

8,367 with severe/moderate-to-severe left-sided valvular regurgitation

Y

603,833 indviduals
selected by last echocardiogram

545,394 studies without data on either AVA, AV peak velocity/AV mean gradient,
pressure-recovery adjusted AVA/aortic diameter at sinotubular junction

(280,746 males (aged 60.8+17.1 years), 256,016 females (aged 61.2+18.5 years)
8,632 subjects with no data on body-surface area

(4,319 males (aged 70.0+(15.0), 4,313 females aged 69.6+17.5 years)

\

58,484 individuals with AS data including AVA and AV peak/mean gradient

and available or measurable pressure recovery and data on body-surface area

o+ 47,608 patients with no AS (AV peak velocity <2.5 m/s or AV mean gradient <10 mmHg)
"~ (23,824 males (aged 63.9+16.0 years), 23,784 females (aged 63.9+17.7 years)

3,179 mild AS 4,194 moderate AS 3,120 severe AS
(1,603 males, 1,576 females) (2,089 males, 2,105 females) (1,827 males, 1,293 females)

AVA>0.85 cm?m? AVA 0.6 - 0.85 cm¥/m? AVA <0.6 cm*’/m?
AV peak velocity >2.5 m/s
or AV mean gradient 210 mmHg
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