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ABSTRACT

Objective: Globaly, cardiovascular disease (CVD) has a significant role in morbidity
and early death. This review's objective is to provide a summary of the strengths and weaknesses
in the variety of screening guidelines made by several international organizations for the early

identification and prevention of CVD.

Methods: As the reporting guideline for this review, we used Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-SCR). We
performed a scoping review using a few guideline-specific databases. We tabulated the main key
differences between the included screening guidelines for CVD prevention and early detection

from different perspectives.

Results: We included a total of 20 unique guidelines that were developed by various
organizations throughout the world and focused on screening for CVD prevention and early
detection out of the 2,466 guidelines discovered by our search based on our digibility criteria.
We concluded that the target populations, CVD risk assessment techniques, outcomes, and
categories of the chosen CVD prevention guidelines widely varied. Additionally, some
guidelines adopted no grading scheme for their evidence, while others did not advocate the use

of any imaging screening tools in their evaluation of the CVD risk.

Conclusions: This scoping review highlights the areas of each guideline's strengths and
weaknesses and conducts a systematic comparison of a number of worldwide guidelines for
CVD prevention and early diagnosis.

Keywords: Cardiovascular disease, Screening, Clinical practice guideines; Population health.
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What isalready known in thisreview?

Based on the most recent evidence and consensus among experts, each nation creates its

own set of guidelines for the early detection and prevention of CVD.
What thisreview adds

This review conducted a systematic comparison and summarized the strengths and
weaknesses of the various screening guidelines made by numerous international organizations

for the early detection and prevention of CVD.
e How thisreview might affect research, practice or policy

e Thisreview provided opportunities to improve the future development of the clinical practice

guidelines for CVD prevention and early detection.

INTRODUCTION

The primary cause of disability and early mortality worldwide is cardiovascular disease
(CVD). The prevalence of cardiovascular disease (CVD), which is expected to reach 130 million
patients by 2035 with related mortality of about 24 million deaths, could result in healthcare
sector costs of more than atrillion dollars worldwide [1,2]. Heart or blood vessel disorders such
as coronary artery disease (CAD), cerebrovascular disease, peripheral arterial disease, and deep
vein thrombosis are all considered to fall within the category of CVD [3]. The primary pathology

in CVD is atherosclerosis, which develops and increases with age and typically manifests as acute

coronary and cerebrovascular events that occur unexpectedly and frequently result in death before

receiving the necessary medical care[4].

The term "cardiovascular disease (CVD) prevention” describes a systematic plan of
measures aimed at minimizing and eliminating the disabilities associated with CVDs. These
actions may be focused at the community level or the individual level [5]. All national
organizations and joint societies in the healthcare sector are most concerned with ensuring that
the recommended guideline for CVD preventive measures is properly and thoroughly
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implemented because the reduction of CVD prevalence and, consequently, CVD-related deaths,
isthe ultimate goal of CVD prevention [6,7].

Popul ation-targeted prevention techniques emphasize altering lifestyle choices regardless
of individual CVD risk to reduce the population's total exposure to CVD risk factors. Contrarily,
individual-based preventative techniques focus on high-risk populations to delay the beginning
of CVD by reducing personal risk factors [8]. The term "CVD risk" refers to the possbility of
experiencing fatal or nonfatal CVD events, such as a myocardia infarction or stroke in the
foreseeable future [4]. Individual CVD risk prevention options include the "vertical" approach,
which aims to manage a single risk according to predefined cut-offs regardless of the presence of
concomitant risk factors or the "total" cardiovascular risk approach to preventing CVD is
dependent on the individual's odds of having fatal or nonfatal CVD events in a predetermined

period concerning the presence of several related risk factors rather than a single risk factor [9].

Based on the most recent research and by evaluating the evidence-based, each nation or
joint society creates a clinical practice guideline for managing CVD preventative screenings [5].
Numerous methods for controlling CVD risk can stop both fatal and non-fatal CVD events.
Therefore, the determination of the risk of any such CVD event should serve as the basis for any

guideline’ s recommendations for a particular method for the prevention of CVD [4].

These guidelines are accompanied by several paper risk-prediction charts and online risk
calculators that enable management to be targeted under straightforward risk calculations of the
anticipated CVD event. Many risk calculators have been created to estimate an individual's total
risk of developing CVD or to specifically evaluate one of the magjor CVD event risks, such asthe
World Stroke Organization-endorsed Stroke Riskometer [10]. Every national healthcare system
ought to implement a CVD risk calculator that is more practical, accurate, and user-friendly and
istailored to the populace based on many crucial features, such as variables, predictive accuracy,
discrimination index, applicability, understandability, and cost-effectiveness [11].

Various health organizations and societies have developed recommendations in these
guidedlines for the management of major CVD risk factors and preventing CVD events risk
through a series of lifestyle modification recommendations, a protocol for particular screening
tests, and numerous prophylactic drug therapies tailored to each CVD risk category. These
recommendations offer a framework that has been approved for the creation of national advice
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on the prevention of CVD risk in their community, taking into account the unique political,

economic, social, and medical situations [4].

The goal of this scoping review is to draw attention to the differences between these
guidelines from several perspectives, including the strength of the recommendations and the
level of evidence substantiating them, risk assessment tools, the risk categories and risk
outcomes associated with the target populations, as well as the advised non-invasive screening

testsin each guideline.

METHODS OF SCOPING REVIEW

Study and search strategy: The National Guideline Clearinghouse (United States), the
National Library for Health Guiddines Finder (United Kingdom), the Canadian Medical
Association Clinical Practice Guidelines InfoBase and The GIN international guideline library

were used in our scoping review to look for guidelines for the screening of CVDs. The search
included the years 2000 through 2022, and only English-language guidelines were among the
outcomes. The main search keywords are "cardiovascular disease” "CVD prevention,”
"cardiovascular disease prevention,” "cardiovascular disease screening,” "CVD screening,”

"CVD screening guideline” “cardiovascular risk screening,” "screening guiddine” and

"guiddine."

Study selection: We utilized Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and

Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-SCR) in this scoping review (Figure 1)
[13], and completed the special reporting checklist for scoping reviews (Appendix 1). PRISMA-
ScR checklist). In the initial literature search of this scoping review, 2,466 guidelines were
found. All duplicates, partial guideines, guidelines written by unidentified organizations,
commentaries, guidelines not specifically focused on CVD, and other unrelated guidelines were
excluded. Only 20 of the 40 full-text guidelines we assessed were eligible for inclusion in this
review; the remaining guidelines were either not focused on screening CVD risks or were limited

to aparticular CVD disease.
Figurel

Data extraction and tabular comparison: We also tabularly presented the main key

differences between the included screening guidelines for CVD prevention and early detection in
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this review from different perspectives including the guideline's recommendations grading
system, to compare the “level of evidence’” which represents an obvious strategy for conveying
the quality of evidence to clinicians and “the strength of the recommendation”, which is
defined as the extent to which one can be confident that the desirable consequences of an
intervention outweigh its undesirable consequences [14]. Additionally, we discuss the
differences in the included guidelines in terms of their definition of the target population, their
advocated CVD risk assessment tool, the risk factors they screened and how they characterize
their risk assessment outcome and the associated risk categories. Also, we tabulated the common
non-invasive imaging screening tools utilized by different guidelines as well as the various
screening strategies employed by those guidelines. Each of these areas of comparison highlights

the points of the strengths and weaknesses of each included CVD prevention guideline.

RESULTS

The list of 20 screening guidelines for CVD prevention and early detection in Table 1
includes the guiddlines' titles, the year they were published, the organizations involved in their
creation and evaluation, and the regions where they should be used most effectively. Eight of
them were created in Europe (two continental, two in Scotland, and four in the UK), Five in
North America (four in the United States of America and one in Canada), three in Asia (one each
in Singapore, Malaysia, and Brunel Darussalam), two in Australia, one in New Zealand, and one
was a global collaboration.
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Table 1. List of included screening guidelines for CVD prevention

Geographic
At;rzgm Guideline name The organization developed the guideline boundaries
y applied
JBS2 [15] BS2: British Cardiac Society
/ 2005 . o British Hypertension Society
Joint British Societies Diabetes UK United
On Prevention of Cardiovascular , HEART UK , Kingdom
Di in Clinical Practice Primary Care Cardiovascular Society
Sease The Stroke Association
SHAPE [16]  SHAPE (Screening for Heart
/ 2006 Attack Prevention and Association for Eradication of Heart Attack United States
Education) Guideline
WHO [4] Guidelines for assessment
/2007 and management of World Health Organization (WHO) Worldwide
cardiovascular risk
SIGN [17] Risk estimation and the : : I
/ 2007 prevention of cardiovascular Scottish Intercol IeglS ?tg l\CISw delines Network Scotland
disease ( )
ACCF/AHA Guideline for
[18] Assessment of The American Coll i [
. . ege of Cardiology Foundation .
/2010 ias?:r?;?)srcni?{: ,lzldsﬁl ,12 and the American Heart Association United States
(ACCF/AHA Guideline)
NHS Primary Prevention of : : United
/2011 Cardiovascular Disease National Health Services (NHS) Kingdom
. MOH Screening for cardiovascular . .
Singapore gi and risk factors — MOH Ministry of Health — Singapore Singapore
[19] clinical practice guidelines Singapore Heart Foundation >
/2011
NVDPA The National Vascular Disease Prevention
/ [22(?%2 Guidelines for the management %:;%g;(xl\f;;fg _
of AbSO(ljlthe car(rjigl/ascular the National Heart Foundation of Australia, Kidney Austrdia
Health Australia,
the National Stroke Foundation
NICE [21 - isease: i
/ 201[4 ] CardlovazcnltJI:rr](;ilr educti (r)'nSk National Institute for Health and Care Excellence United
including lipid modification (NICE) Kingdom
JBS3[22] IBS3: British Cardiac Society
/ 2014 . e e, British Hypertension Society
Joint Britieh Societies Diabetes UK United
On Prevention of Cardiovascular , HEAR.T UK , Kingdom
Di i Clinical Practice Primary Care Cardiovascular Society
The Stroke Association
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ADA [23]  Cardiovascular Disease and Risk , : " -
/2015 Management American Diabetes Association United States
ESC [24] European Guidelines on
/ 2016 cardiovascular The Sixth Joint Task Force of the European Europe
disease preventionin clinical Society of Cardiology P
practice
SIGN [25] Risk estimation and the Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network
/ 2017 prevention of cardiovascular (SIGN) Scotland
disease
MOH . . . .
Malaysia Primary & Secondary Prevention Ministry of Health Malaysia _
26 of Cardiovascular Academy of Medicine Malaysia Malaysia
[26] Disease National Heart Association of Malaysia
[ 2017
C- Canadian Cardiovascular : . .
CHANGE Harmonized National Ca’ﬁad'a” Ca_rdl_ovascular SOC' ety
S Canadian Association of Cardiovascular
[27] Guidelines Endeavour (C- ) e
o Prevention and Rehabilitation
/2018 CHANGE) guideline for Disbetes Canada Canada
the prevention and management H on Canad
of cardiovascular ypertension Canaca
gi L Heart and Stroke Foundation
iseasein primary care
MOH New
Cardiovascular Disease Risk -
Ze[%léi]nd A ertt and Management for Ministry of Health New Zealand New Zealand
Primary Care
/2018 Y
AHA/ACC AHA/ACC Guidelineon
[29] the Pri mary Prevention of The Amer_|can Heart Associ ation and The United States
/ 2019 Cardiovascular American College of Cardiology
Disease
NCDsBN _Nan_onal Hedlth Screem_ng Noncommunicable Diseases (NCDs) Prevention Brunei
[30] Guideline on Noncommunicable Unit, Ministry of Health, Brunei Darussalam Darussal
/ 2019 Diseases (NCDs) ! y ! arussaiam
NVDPA The National Vascular Disease Prevention
/2020 Guidelines for the management Alliance (NVDPA):
of Absolute cardiovascular Diabetes Australia, Australia
disease risk (Update) the National Heart Foundation of Australia, Kidney
P Health Australia,
the National Stroke Foundation
ESC [31] Task Force for cardiovascular disease prevention in
] 2021 L clinical practice
E;CVGdeeI ! n;f on European Society of Cardiology E
cardiovascuiar diSease European Association of Preventive Cardiology urope
prevention in clinical practice (EAPC)

Table 2. Guidelines' Evidence and Recommendation Grading Systems

Guide/ System L eve of the Evidence Strength of the Recommendation
WHO [4] High @®®®: Further research is very unlikely | Strong for TT: the panel considersthat the desirable
C-CHANGE [27] | to change our confidence in the estimate of | effects of adhering to a
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Guide/ System Level of the Evidence Strength of the Recommendation
effect. recommendation clearly outweigh the undesirable
/ Moderate ®@®@Q: Further research is likely to | effects
GRADE system | have an important impact on our confidence in | Strong against {l: vice versa.
[32] the estimate of effect and may change the | Weak for T: The panel considers that the desirable
estimate. effects of adhering to a recommendation exceed the
Low ®@®0OQO: Further research is very likely to | undesirable effects, although there is uncertainty.
have an important impact on our confidence in | Weak against {: vice versa.
the estimate of effect and is likely to change the
estimate.
Very low @O00OQO: We are very uncertain about
the estimate.
ESC 2016 [24] | A: Data from multipleRCTs in themeta- | Class|: Evidence and/or general agreement that a
ESC 2021 [31] | analysis. certain diagnostic/treatment procedure is beneficial,
MOH Maaysia | B: Data from a single RCT or from large non- | useful and effective.
[26] randomized studies. Class|1: Conflicting evidence and/or divergence of
C: Consensus of opinion of experts and/or small | opinion about the useful ness/effectiveness of the
studies, retrospective studies, and registries. treatment.
/ -Class|la: The weight of the evidence/opinionisin
ESC system favour of utility/effectiveness.
-Class | I b: Utility/effectivenessis | ess established by
evidence/opinion.
Class|11: Evidence or general agreement that the
treatment is not useful/effective and in some cases, me
be harmful
AHA/ACC[29] | A: Evidence coming from RCTsand meta- Class|. Benefit Risk >>> (should
ADA [23] analysis from severa populations. be administered): Evidence and/or general agreement
B: Evidence from alimited group of that n treatment or procedure is beneficial, useful
/ populations and asingle RCT or non-randomized | and effective.
AHA/ACC system| clinical trial. - Class|la. Benefit >> Risk (REASONABLE to
C: Evidence from avery limited number of administer): Contradictory evidence
populations and consensus or expert and/or divergent opinion on the benefit of the
opinions, reports and case series groups. procedure, but the evidence supports that the
treatment/procedure can help the patient.
- Class|1b. Benefit > Risk (MAY BE
CONSIDERED): Contradictory evidence and/or
diverging opinion on the benefit of the procedure and
isnot well defined if the treatment/procedure can help
the patient.
Classlll. Risk > Benefit (SHOULD NOT be
administered): Evidence or general agreement that th
treatment or procedure is given. It is not
useful/effective, and in some cases, it can be harmful.
WHO [4] 1++: High-quality meta-analysis, systematic A: At least one meta-analysis, systematic review or

SIGN 2007[17]
SIGN 2017[25]
MOH
Singapore [19]

reviews of RCTs or RCTs with very low risk of
bias

1+: Well-conducted meta-analyses, systematic
reviews or RCTswith low risk of bias

1-: Meta-analyzes, systematic reviews or RCTs

RCT rated as 1 ++ directly applicable to the target
population; or abody of evidence consists mainly of
1+ studies, directly applicable to the target population
and demonstrating the general consistency of the
results.
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Guide/ System

Leved of the Evidence

Strength of the Recommendation

/

with ahigh risk of bias
2++: High-quality systematic reviews of case-

B: A body of evidence that includes 2++
studies, directly applicable to the target population anc

SIGN system control or cohort studies demonstrating overall consistency of results; or
2+: Well-conducted cohort or case-control extrapolated evidence from 1++ or 1+ studies.
studies, with alow risk of confusion or biasand a | C: A body of evidence that includes 2+ studies,
moderate directly applicable to the target population and
2-: Case-control studies or cohorts with a high demonstrating overall consistency of results; or
risk of confusion or bias and a significant risk extrapolated evidence from 2++ studies.
that the relationship is not causal D: Level of evidence 3 or 4; or extrapolated evidence
3: non-analytical studies such as case from 2+ studies.
reports or case series
4: Opinion of experts.

NICE[21] [: EBEvidence from meta-analyses, systematic | None
NCDsBN [30] | reviews of randomized controlled
trials (RCTs), or RCTs
/ [I: Evidence from systematic reviews of case-
NICE system | control or cohort studies or any case
control or cohort studies
[11: Evidence from non-anaytic studies, e.qg.,
case reports, case series
I'V: Expert opinion, formal consensus
NVDPA [20] A: Body of evidence can be trusted to guide None

/

National Health
and
M edical Research
Council
(NHMRC) system
[33]

practice

B: Body of evidence can be trusted to guide
practice in most situations

C: The body of evidence provides some support
for the recommendation but care should be taken
in its application

D: The body of evidence is weak and
recommendations must be applied with caution.

The various grading systems that the included guidelines adopted are shown in Table 2 to

guarantee the quality of the evidence substantiating the recommendations and the strength of

these recommendations. The Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and
Evaluation (GRADE) is adopted by the Canadian guideline (C-CHANGE). The Scottish
Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN) grading system was approved by the Ministry of
Health Singapore, and Scottish guidelines. SIGN and GRADE grading systems were both used

to rate the evidence and grade the recommendations of the WHO guideline.

The European Society of Cardiology (ESC) grading system has been approved by the

European guidelines and the Malaysian Ministry of Health. American guidelines developed by
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the American College of Cardiology/American Heart Association (AHA/ACC) and American
Diabetic Association (ADA) adopted AHA/ACC grading system.

The National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) levels of evidence served
as the basis for the British guidelines and the National Health Screening Guideline that the
Ministry of Health of Brunei Darussalam has adopted. The National Health and Medical
Research Council (NHMRC) grading method was preferred by Australian guidelines [33].

However, none of the published guidelines produced by the Screening for Heart Attack
Prevention and Education (SHAPE) task force, the Ministry of Health of New Zealand, or The
Joint British Societies (JBS) explicitly outlined a grading system in their guidelines handbooks.

Table 3. Comparison between the included CVD prevention guidelines regarding population, risk
outcome, categories, factors and assessment tool

. . Risk
A(/:\r(%'gm Target population Risk outcome N ENEETIEs Risk factors | assessment
tool
JBS 2 [15] | All those people who are at high risk: Thetotal riskof | e CVDrisk< age, sex, smoking Joint
/2005 | e withany form of established developing CVD 10% over 10 habit, British
atherosclerotic CVD. (coronary years. systolic blood Societies
e without established CVD but who havea | heartdisease | e CVDrisk10- | pressure, andthe | cardiovascu
combination of risk factors CVD risk of (CHD) and 20% over 10 ratio of lar disease
> 20% over 10 years) stroke) over 10 years. total cholesterol to | (CVD) risk
e with diabetes mellitus (type 1 or 2). years e CVDrisk> HDL cholesterol. | prediction
Other people with an elevated single risk 20% over 10 chart
factor: years
e ¢levated blood pressure > 160 mm Hg
systolic or > 100 mm Hg diastolic.
e total cholesterol to HDL ratio > 6.0
e familial dyslipidemia
e with afamily history of premature CVD.
SHAPE Noninvasive screening of all Risk of e Verylow risk. coronary artery Atheroscler
[16] asymptomatic men 45 to 75 years of age subclinical e Lower risk. calcium score osistest
/ 2006 and asymptomatic women 55 to 75 years atherosclerosis | ¢ Moderaterisk. (CACs), carotid
of age (except those defined as very low e Moderately artery intima-
risk). high risk. media thickness
e Highrisk (CIMT), ankle-
e VeryHigh brachial index
risk. (ABI), C-reactive
protein (CRP)
WHO [4] | e Individuaswith asymptomatic the 10-year risk | ¢  Green <10% age, sex, WHO/ISH
/ 2007 atherosclerosis, based on their of combined e Ydlow 10%to blood pressure, CVD risk
estimated total CVD risk (high-risk myocardial <20% presence or charts
group). infarction and absence of

e Orange 20% to
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e Patients who aready have symptoms | stroke risk (fatal <30% diabetes,
of atherosclerosis, such as angina or and non-fatal). Red 30% to smoking status,
myocardial infarction, transient <40% and cholesterol
ischemic attack, or stroke are the top Deep Red > level.
priority in clinical practice for 40%
prevention efforts.
SIGN [17] | Individuals should have an assessment of | ASSIGN score ASSIGN score | @06, sex, lifetime The
/ 2007 CVD risk at least every five years: (Theten-year below 20is smoking habit ASSIGN
e Al adults aged 40 years or above, percentage risk not currently (and number of | score online
e individualsat any age with a first-degree of developing high risk, cigarettessmoked | calculator
relative who has premature cardiovascular ASSIGN 200or | P€ day), family (AS_sess ng
atherosclerotic CVD disease (any moreisahigh history of CVD, | cardiovascul
or familial dyslipidemia. _ manifestation of risk socloeconomic ar risk using
People should be assumed to be &t high coronary heart status, blood SIGN
risk (a10-year CVD risk >20%) who: disease or pressure, weight | guidelinesto
e have had aprevious cardiovascular event | cerebrovascular and waist ASSIGN
(angina, myocardial infarction, stroke, disease including circumference, preventive
transient ischemic attack or peripheral transient total cholesterol treatment)
arterial disease) ischemic attacks) and HDL, glucose
e with diabetes (type 1 or 2) over theageof | inthose who are and rena
40 years. discase-free at function.
e with familial hypercholesterolemia. recruitment).
ACCF/AH | e Initial assessment of the apparently The 10-year risk Low if the Age, sex, tota Global risk
A [18] healthy adult, beginning at age 20, of coronary heart FRSisless cholesterol, HDL scores
/ 2010 for risk of developing CVD events disease (CHD) than 10%, cholesteral, (eg., the
associated with atherosclerotic (Ml 'and CHD Moder ate if it smoking, Framingham
vascular disease. death) is10%to 19%, | Systolic blood Risk Score)
e  Excludesfrom consideration patients High if it is pressure,
with adiagnosis of CVD, acoronary 20% or higher | atihypertensive
event, with known periphera artery medications
disease and cerebral vascular disease.
NHS CVD 10-year risk assessmentsshouldbe | ASSIGN score ASSIGN score | @06, sex, lifetime The
/ 2011 offered every 5 years to people with: (The ten-year below 20 is smoking habit ASSIGN
e Hypertension. percentage risk not currently (and number of | scoreonline
e afirst-degreerelative with premature | Of developing high risk, agarettes smoked | - calculator
cardiovascular disease (<60 years). cardiovascular ASSIGN 200r | Perday), family | (ASsessing
e afirst-degree relative with familial disease (any moreisahigh | istory of CVD, | cardiovascul
hypercholesterolemia (FH). manifestation of risk socioeconomic | ar risk using
coronary heart status, blood SIGN
* thhec;sehwuo ?(re selected for Keep Well disease or pressure, weight | guidelinesto
th checks. cerebrovascular and waist ASSIGN
disease including circumference, preventive
transient total cholesterol treatment)
ischemic attacks) and HDL, glucose
in those who are and renal
disease-free at function.
recruitment).
M OH Initial assessment of the apparently Estimate of Low if less age, sex, total Framingha
Singapore | healthy adult, beginning at age 20, in | person’s 10-year than 10%, and HDL m-based
[19] Singapore CHD risk M oder ate if it chol&st_erol levels, | NCEP ATP
/ 2011 is 10% to 19%, smoki ng status [11 (National
High if it is and systolic blood Cholest_erol
20% or higher pressure Education
Program’s
Adult
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Treatment
Panel)
modified
according to
Singapore
CVD survey
data
NVDPA | e All adultsaged 45-74 yearswho | A probability |e Lowrisk (< age, gender, Australian
[20] are not known to have CVD or to | of aCVD event 10%) systolic blood Absolute
/2012 be at clinically determined high within5 |« Moderate | Presure smoking | cyvpRis
. . status, total
risk. years. risk (10to and LDL k
e Aboriginal and Torres Strait 15%) cholesterol Calculator
Islander adults aged > 35 years e Highrisk (> Diabetes, ECG
15%) LVH
NICE [21] | adultswho are at risk of or who have 10- e 10-year risk Age, Gender, QRISK 2
/2014 | cardiovascular disease (CVD), such year QRISK®2 of CVD isless Ethnicity, risk
as heart disease and stroke up to and score than 10% Relevant family | assessment
including age 84 years + e 10-year risk history, Smokl_ng tool
of CVDis status, Systolic
QRISK® Heart
Age 10% or more. blood pressure,
HDL, Total
Cholesterol, BMI,
Deprivation score,
Diabetes,
hypertensive
medication,
Rheumatoid
arthritis, chronic
kidney disease,
Atrial Fibrillation
JBS 3[22] | JBS3risk calculator to estimate both 10- thetotal riskof | ¢ CVDrisk< age, sex, ethnic JBS3risk
/2014 | Year risk and lifetimerisk of CVD inaall developing CVD 10% over 10 group, BMI, online
individuals except for those with existing on short-term years. smoking calculator
CVD or certain high-risk diseases: that is, (10years)and | ¢ CVDrisk10- h‘"?‘b't‘
diabetes age >40 years, patients with over thelifetime 20% over 10 Sygf&?'g od
chroni_c _kidney disease (CKD) stages 3-5, + years. totalpcholeﬂérol,
or familial hypercholesterolemia (FH). Heart Age e CVDrisk> HDL, diabetes,
20% over 10 blood pressure
years treatment, close
relative under 60
suffer from CVD,
chronic kidney
disease, atrial
fibrillation,
rheumatoid arthritis
ESC [24] | Adults>40 years of age, unlessthey Thel1lO-year |e Lowrisk: age, sex, SCORE
/2016 | areautomatically categorised as being risk of only <1%. smoking, (Systematic
at high-risk or very high-risk basedon | fatal CvDin | Moderate systolic blood Coronary
documented the population risk: pressure, total Risk
CVD, DM (>40 years of age), kidney | at high CVD 1% cholesterol Estimation)
disease or highly elevated single risk risk. 34’40/ risk charts
factor. Rt
e Highrisk:
5-9%
e VevyHigh
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risk:
10-14%
15% and
over
SIGN [25] | Individuals with the following risk factors | ASSIGN score | e ASSIGN score | @06, e, smoking, The
/2017 | should be considered at high risk of CVD (Theten-year below 20 is not systolic blood ASSIGN
events: percentage risk currently high pressure, total scoreonline
o  established cardiovascular disease, of developing risk, cholesterol, HDL | calculator
e stage 3 or higher chronic kidney disease cardiovascular e ASSIGN 20 or cholesterol, (ASsessing
or micro- or macroalbuminuria, disease (any more isahigh family history of | cardiovascul
e familial hypercholesterolemia, manifestation of risk premature CVD, | ar risk using
*  who areover the age of 40 and have coronary heart diagnosis of SIGN
diabetes, disease or diabetes, guidelinesto
. \évir;gez;\r;u::der the age of 40 and have cerebrovascular diagnosis of ASSIGN
—at Ieas& 20 years duration of disease, or disease inCI uding rheu_matoi d preventive
—target organ damage (e.g., proteinuria, transient arth”_t's ‘,"‘nd treatment
micro- or macroalbuminuria, proliferative | ischemic attacks) deprivation
retinopathy in those who are
or autonomic neuropathy), or disease-free at
—significantly elevated cardiovascular recruitment).
risk factors.
MOH These guidelines are developed to « Very High Risk Non-modifiable - | Framingh
Malaysia | prevent CVD (heart disease and -~ AFRS-CVD scorethat confersa 10-year | Increasing age, am Risk
[26] | strokes) inadll individualsin Malaysia. | "1k for CVD of >30% gender, family Score
/ 2017 = Establlshed CyD ' o history of
— Diabetes mellitus with proteinuria premature CVD,
— CKD with glomerular filtration rate ethnicity.
(GFR) <3Q pli/ min-1/ 1.73 m2 (Stage >4) M odifiable — diet
. |_I|-|I - RII:Id;:S-CVD that conf and dietary
— Havea scorethat confersa ;
10-year risk for CVD of >20% Eﬂt;;‘(rz]als smoking,
— Diabetes mellitus without target organ : L
damege inactivity, _
— CKD with GFR >30 - <60 i/ min-1/ | OPesity/overweigh
1.73 m2 (Stage 3) t, hypertension,
— Very high levels of individual risk factors | dyslipidemiaand
(LDL-C >4.9 mmol/L, BP pre-
>180/110 mmHg) diabetes/diabetes.
- Intermediate (M oder ate) Risk:
— Have aFRS-CVD scorethat confers a
10-year risk for CVD of 10-20%
» Low Risk:
— Have a FRS-CVD scorethat confers a
10-year risk for CVD <10%.
C- Canadian adults who have or are at Estimate of e Lowifless age, sex, total M odified
CHANGE | risk of developing chronic person’s 10-year than 10%, and HDL Framingh
[27] cardiovascular diseases, including CHD risk e Moderateif it | cholesterol levels, | g Rk
/2018 | hypertension, diabetes, dyslipidemia, is 10%t0 19%, | _SMOKing Status Score
heart failure and stroke, and the risk High if it is 209 or | and systolic blood
factors for these conditions, including higher PrESTe
smoking, obesity and physical
inactivity.
MOH New | ¢ Thetarget populationincludesall | Percentageof |e <30%. Age, gender, PREDICT
Zealand men without prior CVD aged 45— | riskof aCVD |e 3-9%. efna, S;“g'gl?g CVDRA
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[28] 74 years, and all women without eventwithin5 | e 10-—14 %. blood pressure, equations
/2018 prior CVD aged 5574 years. years. e 15+ % trlfaitgqleg\tv‘:;iﬁp'
e Itasoincludes Maori, Pacific or F;reatmem, 9
South-Asian peoples from an age antithrombotic
15 years younger than the starting rt1relatment|, t:')tg\ll_
; cholesterol, ,
age for the general population. Family higtory of
CVD, chronic
kidney disease,
atrial fibrillation,
Deprivation
quartile.
AHA/ACC | Adults who are 40 to 75 years of age and 10-year ASCVD | ¢  Low-risk Age, sex, race, ASCVD
[29] are being evaluated for cardiovascular risk for patients (<5%) systolic and Risk
/ 2019 disease prevention should undergo a 10- aged 40-79 or e Borderline diastolic blood Estimator
year atherosclerotic cardiovascular Lifetimerisk for risk (5% to pressure, total
disease (ASCVD) risk estimation. patients aged 20- 7.4%) cholesterol, HDL,
59. e Intermediate LDL, history pf
risk (7.5% to diabetes, smoking
19.9%) staus,
T hypertension
. g‘ggo/g)'s" treatment, statin
= or aspirin therapy
NCDsBN | e Asymptomatic adult population 40 the10-yearrisk | e¢ Low<10% age, sex, WHO/ISH
[30] years and above of combined | e |ntermediate blood pressure, | CVD risk
/2019 | e Consider screening below 40 years myocardial (10 to 20 %) presence or prediction
old if the presence of risk factor(s) infarctionand | «  High/Very absence of chart for
stroke risk (fatal High > 20 % diabetes, WPR-A
and non-fatal). smoking status,
and cholesterol
level.
ESC [31] | SCORE2: apparently healthy people aged SCOREZ2: 10- L ow-to-moder ate age, sex, SCORE2
/ 2021 40-69 years with risk factorsthat are untreated | year risk of fatal CVDrisk: smoki ng, (Updated
or have been stable for several years. and non-fatal CVD | <50 years: <2.5% systolic blood SCORE)
SCORE2-OP: competing risksin events (myocardial | 50-69 years. < 5% &
apparently healthy people aged >_70 years. infarction, stroke). | >70 years: <7.5% pressure, total SCORE2-
SCORE2-OP: 5- | High CVD risk: cholesterol
year and 10-year <50 years: 2.5%- oP
fatal and nonfatal | <7.5% Updated
CVD events 50-69 years: 5%- < SCORE for
(myocardial 10% old people)

infarction, stroke).

>70 years. 7.5% - <
15%

Very high CVvD
risk:

<50 years. >7.5%
50-69 years: > 10%
>70 years: >15%

Table 3 provides a thorough comparison between the included CVD screening guidelines

in regard to defining the target population for each guideline, the CVD risk assessment tool used,

CVD risk outcome and categories chosen.
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Table 4. Differences in recommended imaging toolsin the included CVD prevention guidelines

WHO [4] / 2007

ACCF/AHA [18] / 2010

ESC [24] / 2016

NVDPA [20] / 2012

MOH Singapore

Risk [19] / 2011
SCOr€ | NCDsBN[30]/2019 | AHA/ACC [29] / 2019 ESC [31] / 2021 NVDPA /2020 | M C[)Z'g]'\/"%a%sa
Individualized decision. | A resting ECG may be Echocardiography, | Theresting ECG
< 5% considered for cardiovascular if available, should be | is not a useful tool for
5yearsinterval (or asper | risk assessment in thetest of choice to screening, but it is
employment requirement). asymptomatic adults with or assessLVH asit is advisable in the
without hypertension or more sensitive than initial assessment of
diabetes. electrocardiography. adults with
hypertension and/or
Echocar diogr aphy to In the absence of diabetes for CV risk
detect left ventricular echocardiography, assessment.
hypertrophy (LVH) may be ECG can be used. Echocardiogr aphy
considered for cardiovascular The routine use of
risk assessment in echocardiogram as a
asymptomatic adults with screening tool in the
hypertension. asymptoma_tic
5- Coronary Artery Coronary Artery the E)gg;"at'o” has
10% Calcium (CAC): Calcium (CAC): gtwefi N proven
. - cial but it is
M easurement of CAC is | scoring may be more sensitive than
reasonablefor CVD risk | considered in individuals ECG for the detection
assessment in with calculated SCORE of LVH, so it should
asymptomatic Mz el ol Uiz 5o be considered in the
adultsat low risk (5- LIRSS patient with ECG
10%) and intermediate- evidence of LVH
Coronary Artery risk (10% to 20% 10- Carotid artery Coronary Artery
10- | Calcium (CAQ): year risk). intima-media Calcium (CACQC):
15% | Thismay lead to the Carotid artery intima- thickness assessment Improves CVD risk
reclassification of the media thicknessis using ultrasonography prediction in
15. | patient into either the reasonablefor CVD risk | may be considered to Lelidie el
0 lower-risk or higher-risk | assessment in be arisk modifier in intermediate risk.
20% category, asymptomatic adults at CVD risk prediction in Carotid .
Treadmill ECG stress intermediate some cases, however, w
test: The decision to risk (10% to 20% 10- the systematic use of refl;irr:]omended asa
perform this test should be | year risk). carotid ultrasound IMT routine screening tool

made on an individualized
basis

5yearsinterval (or as per
employment requirement).

The ankle-brachial index
is reasonable for CVD risk
assessment in
asymptomatic adults at
intermediate risk (10% to
20% 10-year risk).
Treadmill ECG stress
test: may be considered
for CVD risk assessment
in intermediate-risk
asymptomatic adults.

to improve risk
assessment is not
recommended.
Arterial stiffness: is

commonly measured
using either the aortic
pulse wave velocity
(PWV) or arteria
augmentation index
and it may serve asa
useful biomarker to
improve CV risk
prediction for patients,
but its systematic usein
the general population
to improve risk

in primary
prevention. But, in
the presence of
carotid bruits, it is
useful for the
quantification of
stenosis.

Carotid | ntima-
Media Thickness

(cIMT), Ankle-
branchial I ndex
(ABI):

are most useful in
further risk

stratifying individuals
at Intermediate CVD
risk.

16



https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.05.23293697
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.05.23293697; this version posted August 7, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

25%

25-
30%

>30%

Coronary Artery
Calcium (CAC): This
may lead to the
reclassification of the
patient into either the
lower risk or higher risk

category,

CT Angiography: for a
selected individual,

Treadmill ECG stress
test: The decision to
perform thistest should be
made on an individualized
basis

5yearsinterval or earlier
as per clinician
assessment.

Stress myocardial
perfusion imaging
(MPI): maybe considered
for advanced CVD risk
assessment in
asymptomatic adults with
diabetes or asymptomatic
adults with a strong family
history of CHD or when
previous risk assessment
testing suggests a high risk
of CHD, such as coronary
artery calcium (CAC)
score of 400 or greater.

NB. Coronary CT
angiography or MRI are
not recommended for
cardiovascular risk
assessment in
asymptomatic adults.

assessment is not
recommended.

Ankle-brachial index
(ABI): an ABI <0.90
is considered to be a
reliable marker

of periphera artery
disease (PAD), so it
has the potential to
reclassify patients into
different risk
categories.

NB.
Echocardiography is
not recommended to
improve CV risk
prediction.

Table 4 lists the numerous non-invasive screening techniques and instruments that are
advised by various CVD preventive guidelines. These screening tools include resting
Electrocardiography (ECG), Echocardiography, Coronary Artery Calcium (CAC) obtained by
Computed Tomography (CT), Carotid artery intima-media thickness (cIMT) assessment using
ultrasonography, carotid artery ultrasound, abdominal aorta ultrasound, Ankle-brachial index,
Treadmill ECG dtress test, Stress myocardial perfusion imaging (MPl), Arterial stiffness
commonly measured using either aortic pulse wave velocity (PWV) or arterial augmentation

index, Coronary CT angiography or MRI.

Each guideline recommends a specific group of screening tools for specific CVD risk
categories, which vary between different guidelines as indicated in the table. The low-risk
category is indicated by the colour green, the intermediate-risk category by the colour yellow,
and the high-risk category by the colour red.

DISCUSSION

Different Guidelines' Evidence and Recommendation Grading Systems
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Our results revealed in Table 2 the diversity of the evidence and recommendation
grading systems for the included CVD prevention guidelines as well as the deficiency of some
guidelines from reporting clear system of grading their quality level of evidence and strength of
their recommendations. These results are in concordance with literature as guideline developers
around the world are inconsistent in how they rate the quality of evidence, describe clear criteria
for the selection of evidence and grade the strength of recommendations, also; They frequently
neglect to adequately consider the overall picture provided by a body of evidence as well as the
methodological quality of each individual studies. As aresult, it might be difficult for guideline
users to comprehend the messages that grading systems are trying to convey [32,34].

Expert clinicians and organizations that provide recommendations to the clinical
community frequently make errors because they do not consider sufficient account of the quality
of evidence [35]. The adoption of grading systems by patients, physicians, and policymakers is
facilitated by their smplicity in making assessments of the level of the evidence and the strength
of the recommendations [36]. For those employing guidelines and recommendations, judgments
will be more transparent if the criteria for grading the strength of the recommendations and
evaluating the quality of the evidence are explicit and detailed [32]. In addition, The balance
between health benefits, side effects, quality of evidence, applicability, and the certainty of the
baseline risk should all be considered in judgments about the strength of recommendations and
formulating the guidelines [37].

Guidelines comparison regarding population, risk outcome, categories, factors and
assessment tool

After data extraction and analysis, the selected CVD prevention guidelines vary in
defining their target populations appointed for efforts of screening and early detection of CVD
risk. Some guidelines target all individuals in the nation in an effort to the ultimate prevention of
CVD risk such as Malaysian and Singaporean guidelines. Others define a specific age range for
screening of CVD risk, while European guideline (ESC 2021), for instance, updated a specific
CVD risk screening tool, SCORE2-OP, for elderly people. The majority of the included
guidelines recommend the initial CVD risk assessment for apparently healthy, asymptomatic
adults. However, some simply took into account patients with a high CVD risk to mitigate

resources utilization in healthcare settings with limited resources, such as Scottish guidelines
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created by SIGN. Additionally, patients with a diagnosis of established CVD, a coronary event,
known peripheral artery disease, or cerebral vascular disease are excluded by the American
guidelines developed by the AHA/ACC.

Although assessing CVD risk is essential for identifying the necessity for preventative
treatment as well as defining the intensity of treatment [38-40], evidence indicates that
healthcare professionals frequently underestimate a patient's CVD risk [41]. The authors of the
guidelines recommend using a variety of risk assessment tools to assist healthcare professionals
in estimating the risk of the first cardiovascular event in adult patients, [42] including risk
prediction charts like the WHO/ISH risk prediction chart and the JBS2 risk prediction charts as
well as online calculators like the Framingham Risk Score (FRS), QRISK®? (version two of the
QRISK® CVD risk agorithm), Assessing Cardiovascular Risk using Scottish Intercollegiate
Guidelines Network (ASSIGN), Systematic Coronary Risk Evaluation (SCORE), JBS3 risk
online calculator and Australian Absolute CVD “1Risk Calculator.

Each of these risk assessment tools categorizes the population into distinct CVD risk
categories defining the risk outcome as the ten-year percentage risk of developing cardiovascular
diseases such as any manifestation of coronary heart disease or cerebrovascular disease including
transient ischemic attacks. However, some guidelines, such as those from Australia and New
Zealand, would rather advise estimating five-year risk (as opposed to ten-year risk), as both risk
and risk management can change significantly over ten years, and as a result, predicting a five-
year risk is more likely to be useful in actual practice. They also argued that the majority of
randomized controlled trials of CVD preventive medications are based on five years or fewer of
treatment, hence the best estimates of treatment benefits are over five rather than ten years
[20,28].

On the other hand, certain guidelines, such as those created by JBS3 and NICE,
emphasize the lifetime risk of CVD events to include a sizable population of persons who have a
low 10-year risk of a CVD event but a high lifetime event risk [21,22].

Different recommended screening toolsfor CVD prevention

19


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.05.23293697
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.05.23293697; this version posted August 7, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

A variety of non-invasive screening methods have been researched and are being used
more frequently in clinical settings to detect CVD, including the resting e ectrocardiogram
(ECG), which has been used since the late 1800s to diagnose CVD and is frequently used to
evaluate the risk of CVD in asymptomatic adults with or without diabetes or hypertension [43].
Additionally, Echocardiography, which is typically used to detect left ventricular hypertrophy
(LVH) in asymptomatic adults with hypertension, is more sensitive than an ECG in detecting
LVH. However, some guidelines suggest that routine use of echocardiography as a screening

tool in the asymptomatic population has not been proven to be beneficial [19,26].

Another example is the Coronary Artery Calcium Score (CAC) obtained by computed
tomography (CT), which enhances CVD risk prediction in those at intermediate CVD risk and
may result in the patient being reclassified into either the lower risk or higher risk category.
Additionally, measuring the carotid intima-media thickness (cIMT) using ultrasound may be
thought of by some guideines as a risk modifier in the prediction of CVD risk in specific
circumstances, but its routine application to enhance risk assessment is not usually advised. Also,
routine screening methods for primary prevention such as abdominal aorta ultrasound and carotid
artery ultrasound are typically not advised. However, they are helpful for quantifying stenosis

when bruits are present.

It should be emphasized that some guidelines only adopted targets for the high-risk
patients lifestyle, blood pressure, lipids, and glucose levels in addition to cardiovascular
protective medication therapy for particular clinical indications. These guiddines did not
recommend any imaging screening tool in their assessment of the CVD risk. These guidelines
include “Joint British Societies Guidelines on Prevention of Cardiovascular Disease in Clinical
Practice” (JBS2), “Risk Estimation and The Prevention of Cardiovascular Disease” (SIGN 2007,
2017), “Cardiovascular Disease Risk Assessment and Management for Primary Care” by
Ministry of Health New Zealand and “ Canadian (C-CHANGE) guideline for the prevention and
management of cardiovascular disease in primary care’. Although JBS3 2014 improved its risk
assessment model by incorporating the use of non-invasive imaging technologies to identify
subclinical atherosclerosis, it noted that their use is not advised for CVD risk assessment in the

primary preventive setting [22].

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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In conclusion, we highlighted several areas of differences, strengths, and weaknesses of

many screening guidelines for CVD prevention and early detection.

To assure the Rigour of the development of the guidelines, techniques like the Grading of
Recommendations Assessment, Development, and Evaluation (GRADE) methodology, which is
one of the soundest approaches for evaluating the quality of a body of evidence in systematic
reviews and clinical practice guidelines, provides a transparent and organized methodology for
developing and presenting evidence summaries, rating the quality of the evidence and judging
the strength of the recommendations [12,32]. Additionally, those making the recommendations
must consider how the data will be implemented in a specific context, considering important
factors that could modify the scope of the predicted effects [37]. In addition, it is recommended
that policymakers should incorporate digital transformation strategies for CVD risk screening
and the adoption of cutting-edge digital technology into their future guidelines for CVD early

detection and prevention.
STRENGTHSAND LIMITATIONS

Our scoping review has several advantages, including the capacity to develop a
systematic comparison between different guidelines produced globally for CVD risk screening,
prevention, and early detection and contrast the points of strengths and weaknesses of their
recommendations. A thorough database search and reading of a sizable number of guidelines for
CVD prevention and early detection were also conducted. A specified methodology and specific

inclusion and exclusion criteriawere used in our search.

However, there are a few potential limitations to this scoping review that should be
considered. First, the rapid review methods and minimal bias assessment. Second, despite using
a systematic approach of comparison and highlighting several strengths and weaknesses, this
review's comparison of CVD screening guidelines is not exhaustive, and many comparison

points may be missing.
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GRADE: The Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation
I SH: International Society of Hypertension

JBS: Joint British Societies' Guidelines

MOH: Ministry of Health

MPI: myocardial perfusion imaging

NCDs: Noncommunicable Diseases
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SHAPE: Screening for Heart Attack Prevention and Education
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UK United Kingdom
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Figure 1. Identification of guidelines via databases
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Guidelines identified from several search engines (n= 2,466):

International Guideline Library (105),
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Mational Library for Health Guidelines Finder (796),

Canadian Medical Association CPG InfoBase (9)
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Guidelines removed before
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- Mot a guideline,
- Part of a guideline,
- Commentaries on a guideling,
- Mot focused on CVD,
- Mot national nor pan-national,
- Mot in English language,
- Mot relevant,
- Mot recent.
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