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Abstract
Aims: For patients with ischemic heart failure who underwent revascularization, ejection fraction (EF)
improvement is a major predictor of survival benefit. However, the association between left
ventricular (LV) remodeling and outcomes has not been well-established. The aim of the study is to
investigate the extent of LV remodeling after revascularization and its predictive role for long-term
survival.
Methods: Patients with reduced EF (<40%), who underwent either coronary artery bypass grafting or
percutaneous coronary intervention, and had echocardiography reassessment 3 months after
revascularization were enrolled in a real-world cohort study (No. ChiCTR2100044378). Patients were
categorized into 4 groups according to whether LV end-systolic dimension (LVESD) reduction was <7%
or >7%, and absolute EF improvement <5% or >5%
Results: A total of 923 patients were identified. The percentage of LVESD reduction was
4.5+18.4%. The median follow-up time was 3.4 years, during which 123 patients died. Patients with
greater percentage of LVESD reduction had lower risk of all-cause death (hazard ratio [HR] per 1%
decrement in LVESD, 0.98; 95% ClI, 0.97-0.99; P<.001). A reduction in LVESD of 7.2% was the
optimal cutoff value to predict survival. Compared to patients with LVESD reduced and EF improved,
2.11-fold (95% Cl, 1.04-4.29) , 3.56-fold (95% Cl, 1.60-7.91) , and 7.54-fold (95% Cl, 4.20-13.53)
higher mortality were found in LVESD unreduced but EF improved, LVESD reduced but EF
unimproved, and LVESD unreduced and EF unimproved group, respectively.
Conclusions: After revascularization among patients with ischemic HF, a reduction in LVESD of 7%
signifies clinically relevant revers remodeling. Combination of EF improvement and LVESD
reduction might be more clinically precise approach of risk stratification in this population.
Clinical Trial Registration: The name of the registry: Coronary Revascularization in Patients with
Ischemic Heart Failure and Prevention of Sudden Cardiac Death.
Registration number: ChiCTR2100044378 (http://www.chictr.org.cn).

Keywords: bypass; ejection fraction; heart failure; revascularization; stents


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.31.23297881
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.31.23297881,; this version posted November 1, 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(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.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 4.0 International license .

Abbreviations
AUC, area under the curve
CABG, coronary artery bypass grafting
CAD, coronary artery disease
CRT, cardiac resynchronization therapy
EF, ejection fraction
HF, heart failure
HR, hazard ratio
LV, left ventricular
LVEDD, left ventricular end-diastolic dimension
LVESD, left ventricular end-systolic dimension
LVESV, left ventricular end-systolic volume
MI, myocardial infarction
PCI, percutaneous coronary intervention

ROC, Receiver-operating-characteristic
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Introduction

Coronary artery disease (CAD) is the most common cause of heart failure (HF) and is associated
with substantial morbidity, mortality, and expenditure of health care resources in world wild.**
Revascularization by either coronary artery bypass grafting (CABG) or percutaneous coronary
intervention (PCI) may attenuate myocardial ischemia and reverse left ventricular (LV) adverse
remodeling, thus improve long-term outcomes of patients with LV dysfunction in comparison to
optimal medical therapy alone. *” However, not all patients with ischemic HF had LV reversal
remodeling and outcomes improvement after revascularization.®*° Echocardiography reassessment 3
months after revascularization is recommended to evaluate the effect of revascularization and risk

11,12

stratify for patient management. Improvement in LV ejection fraction (EF) has been reported to

be a major predictor of survival benefit in patients with HF and reduced EF, irrespective of such an
improvement in EF is facilitated by revascularization, device therapy, or medical therapy alone.? ***/

In our previous study, patients with EF improvement as defined by absolute increase in EF >5% after

revascularization were associated with over 50% reduction of risk of all-cause death in comparison to
those without EF improvement as defined by absolute increase in EF <5%.

Besides change of LV systolic function, change of left ventricular size is another important index
of LV remodeling. Reversed LV remodeling by drug or device therapy has been reported to be
associated with improved long-term survival of patients with HF and reduced EF.™ *® A decrement of
10 ml in the mean LV end-systolic volume (LVESV) corresponded to a relative odds ratio of 0.96 for
mortality in a meta-analysis.™ In this meta-analysis, patients who received either drug or device
therapies in randomized controlled trials were included together for remodeling and mortality
analyzing. However, response of LV remodeling might be different between drug and device therapy.
The magnitude of LV reverse remodeling after cardiac resynchronization therapy (CRT) was reported
to be a >20% reduction in LVESV, which is much larger than that observed in medical therapy.** * %
So far, to our knowledge, for patient with ischemic HF who underwent revascularization, the extent of

LV remodeling after revascularization and its predictive role in outcomes has not been

well-established.
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Therefore, this study was performed to investigate 1) the change of LV dimension following
revascularization among patients with CAD and preoperative EF <40%; 2) the association between
LV dimension reduction and EF improvement; 3) what extent of LV reverse remodeling predicts

improved outcome in this population.

Methods
Patient Selection and Definition

This was a real-world cohort study and registered in Chinese Clinical Trial Registry (No.
ChiCTR2100044378). The study protocol was approved by the ethics committee of Beijing Anzhen
Hospital. Patients who underwent CABG or PCI with drug-eluting stent because of CAD in Beijing
Anzhen Hospital from January 1, 2005, to December 31, 2014 were screened. Patients were enrolled
if they had initial reduced EF (<40%), and underwent isolated CABG or PCI, and had repeated
echocardiographic measurements during follow-up. Patients were excluded if they were diagnosed as
ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction (Ml), died within 3 months after revascularization, and
had only one record of echocardiographic reassessment within 3 months after CABG or PCI.

According to the absolute change in EF between preoperative and postoperative measurement,
patients were categorized: 1) EF unimproved group (absolute increase in EF <5%); 2) EF improved
group (absolute increase in EF >5%).% 3 The percentage of LVESD reduction was defined as below:
LVESD reduction, % = (postoperative LVESD — preoperative LVESD) / preoperative LVESD*100.
According to the percentage of LVESD reduction, patients were categorized: 1) LVESD unreduced
group (absolute decrease in percentage of LVESD reduction <7%); 2) LVESD reduced group
(absolute decrease in percentage of LVESD >7%).
Data Collection and Definitions

The clinical, laboratory, echocardiographic data and medical therapy were recorded from hospital
medical records. Baseline echocardiographic data was captured within 30 days before PCI or CABG.

11, 12, 21

Follow-up echocardiographic data were defined as the first measurement 3 months after

revascularization assessed in Beijing Anzhen Hospital. Complete revascularization was defined as
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successful PCI (residual stenosis of <30%) of all angiographically significant lesions (>70% diameter
stenosis) in 3 coronary arteries and their major branches. For CABG, grafting of every primary
coronary artery with >70% diameter stenosis was accepted as complete revascularization.

Outcome data were obtained from medical records at Beijing Anzhen Hospital and through
telephone follow wup. Death was regarded as cardiovascular in origin unless obvious
non-cardiovascular causes could be identified. Any death during hospitalization for repeat coronary
revascularization was regarded as cardiovascular death. The follow-up time for patients started at the
time of the first available EF measurement™ % %,

Statistical Analysis

Continuous variables were presented as mean + standard deviation (SD) or median (interquartile
range). The categorical variables were reported as counts and percentages. Baseline characteristic and
echocardiography parameters were compared between LV end-systolic diameter (L\VESD) reduced
and LVESD unreduced group by using a student t test, rank sum test, y? test, or Fisher’s exact test as
appropriate. Receiver-operating-characteristic (ROC) curve was analyzed to assess the best cutoff
value of LVESD reduction, LV end-diastolic diameter (LVEDD) reduction and EF improvement to
predict all-cause death. Cumulative incidences were estimated with Kaplan-Meier method and
compared using the log-rank test. The risks of outcomes were analyzed using a Cox proportional
hazards regression model. The model was adjusted with age, sex, hypertension, diabetes, renal
function, history of Ml, treatment with PCI or CABG, and complete revascularization.

All statistical analyses were based on 2-tailed tests. P values less than .05 were considered

statistically significant. Statistical analyses were performed with Stata version 14.0 (StataCorp LLC).

Results
Baseline Characteristics
Among 1,781 initially identified patients, 78 patients who died within 3 months after

revascularization, 780 patients were further excluded because echocardiography was not evaluated 3
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months after revascularization. Finally, 923 patients who had an initial EF <40% and had
echocardiography reassessment 3 months after revascularization were enrolled in this study.

The average age at baseline was 64.7 2-10.8 years. Men comprised 83.4% of all subjects. 526
(57.0%) received PCI and 397 (43.0%) underwent CABG (Table 1). Mean (SD) preoperative EF was
36.3% (4.3%). EF was changed into 45.2% (11.2%) in average with an absolute 8.9% (11.0%)
improvement after revascularization. The average preoperative LVESD was 45.9 (8.2) mm. After
revascularization, absolute reduction in LVESD was 2.5 (8.4) mm. Postoperative LVESD thus
changed into 43.4 (9.8) mm in average. The percentage of LVESD reduction was 4.5% (18.4%) and
the population distribution according to the percentage of LVESD reduction was shown in Figurel.
Predictive Role of LV Remodeling in Mortality

The median follow-up time was 3.4 years, during which 123 patients died. Of those, 6 (4.9%)
died of MI, 40 (32.5%) died of HF, 55 (44.7%) died suddenly, and 22 (17.9%) died of non-cardiac
causes.

Patients with greater percentage of LVESD reduction had significant lower risk of all-cause
death (hazard ratio [HR] per 1% decrement in LVESD, 0.98; 95% ClI, 0.97-0.99; P<.001). Based on
ROC curve analysis, a reduction in LVESD of 7.2% was identified as the optimal cutoff value to
predict long-term survival with area under the curve (AUC) of 0.63 (95% CI, 0.58-0.68) (Figure 2).
With this cutoff value, a sensitivity of 71% and a specificity of 48% were obtained to predict all-cause
mortality. Unsurprisingly, patients with greater EF improvement had significant lower risk of
all-cause death (HR per 1% increment in EF, 0.95; 95% CI, 0.94-0.97; P<.001). ROC curve analysis
indicated the optimal cutoff value of EF improvement to predict survival was 5.8% with AUC of 0.70
(95% Cl, 0.65-0.75) (Figure 2).

419 (45.4%) patients had LVESD reduction > 7% and 504 (54.6%) patients had LVESD
reduction <7%. Patients with LVESD reduced (LVESD reduction >7%) had lower risk of all-cause
death (HR, 0.32; 95% CI, 0.21-0.49; P<.001) and cardiovascular mortality (HR, 0.25; 95% ClI,
0.15-0.41; P<.001) in comparison with patients with LVESD unreduced (LVESD reduction <7%)

(Table 2). Furthermore, patients with LVESD reduced had significantly lower risk of mortality in EF
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improved groups (HR, 0.49; 95% CI, 0.24-0.98; P=.043) and tended to have significant lower risk in
EF unimproved group (HR, 0.56; 95% CI, 0.31-1.01; P=.053). In addition, patients with LVESD
reduced had significantly lower risk of cardiovascular death both in EF improved and EF unimproved
group.

Patients were further categorized into 4 groups according to whether LVESD reduction was <7%
or >7%, and absolute EF improvement <5% or >5% (Figure 3). 324 (35.1%) patients had LVESD
reduced and EF improved. 287 (31.1%) had LVESD unreduced and EF unimproved. Patients with
LVESD reduced and EF improved had lowest risk of all-cause mortality, whereas patients with
LVESD unreduced and EF unimproved had highest risk (Table 3, Figure 4). In addition, patients who
had LVESD reduced but had EF unimproved tended to have significantly higher risk of mortality in
comparison to those who had LVESD unreduced but had EF improved (HR, 1.99; 95% CI, 0.98-4.08;
P=.058). Those findings persisted in adjusted model.

Baseline Characteristics according to LV Remodeling

In EF improved group, age at baseline and sex distribution were similar between the LVESD
reduced and unreduced groups (Table 1). The LVESD reduced group had a significant lower
prevalence of history of Ml (38.3% vs 47.5%; P=.034), but higher prevalence of multi-vessel diseases
(82.7% vs 75.1%; P=.031). More patients in LVESD reduced group had cerebral vascular disease.
The prevalence of other comorbid conditions was similar. There also was no significant difference in
the proportions undergoing revascularization by PCI or CABG, and the groups had similar
percentages of complete revascularization. The proportions of medical therapy were similar between
the groups. The preoperative EF value was similar between LVESD reduced and unreduced groups
(Table 1). The LVESD reduced group had significantly greater LVESD and LVEDD at baseline.
More patients in LVESD reduced group had moderate to severe mitral regurgitation. After
revascularization, LVESD reduced group had significantly greater EF improvement and LV size
reduction. Thus LVESD reduced group had greater postoperative EF and smaller LVESD and

LVEDD finally.
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In EF unimproved group, the prevalence of history of MI and multi-vessel disease were similar
between LVESD reduced and unreduced group (Table 1). LVESD reduced group had greater value of
estimated glomerular filtration rate, and fewer patients in LVESD reduced group had atrial fibrillation.
The prevalence of moderate to severe mitral regurgitation at baseline was similar between two groups.
Other comparisons of echocardiographic characteristics between two groups were similar to the
comparisons in EF improved group.

Sensitivity Analysis

The clinical implication of LVEDD reduction was further investigated. Patients with greater
percentage of LVEDD reduction had significant lower risk of all-cause death (HR per 1% decrement
in LVEDD, 0.98; 95% ClI, 0.97-1.00; P=.008). ROC curve analysis indicated the optimal cutoff value
of percentage of LVEDD reduction to predict survival was 1.8% with AUC of 0.55 (95% ClI,
0.49-0.60). The AUC of percentage of LVEDD reduction was significantly lower than that of
percentage of LVESD reduction (P=.008).

Discussion

This study examined the effect of revascularization on LV reverse remodeling and investigated
the clinical significance of LV remodeling in predicting outcomes of patients with CAD and reduced
EF. For patients with ischemic HF, revascularization has been recommended to reverse LV adverse
remodeling and improve long-term survival.?* However, not all patients with ischemic HF could
benefit from this treatment strategy. Echocardiography reassessment 3 months after revascularization

is necessary to manage patients with precise risk stratification.™ *2

Improvement in EF had been
reported to be a major predictor of survival benefit in HF patients with both ischemic and
non-ischemic etiologies.® ***° In current study, among patients with ischemic HF who underwent
revascularization, EF improvement was also demonstrated as a strong predictor of long-term survival.
Furthermore, current study identified LVESD reduction might be another predictor. Patients with
greater percentage of LVESD reduction were associated with lower risk of mortality both in EF

improved and EF unimproved groups. Combination of EF improvement and LVESD reduction

provided more precise risk stratification. Patients with LVESD reduced and EF improved had lowest
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risk of all-cause mortality, whereas patients with LVESD unreduced and EF unimproved had worst
outcomes.

In current study, the optimal cutoff value of EF improvement to predict survival is of 5.8%,
which is close to criteria used in previous publications.® ***>** Furthermore, a new cutoff value
derived from the ROC curves of mortality prediction concluded that a reduction in LVESD of >7%
was clinical relevant. HF is of heterogeneous etiology and the mechanisms of benefit of
revascularization may be somewhat different from that of medical therapy and device therapy. The
extent of LV reverse remodeling after CRT was much larger than that observed in medical therapy.**
19.20 Eor patients who underwent CRT, a 10% reduction in LVESV was identified as the optimal
cutoff value to predict long-term survival.”® The current study provided evidence that among patients
with reduced EF who underwent revascularization, a reduction in LVESD of >7% was clinical
significance to assist risk discrimination.

According to whether EF improved or not, and LVESD reduced or not after revascularization,
two patient cohorts with inconsistent recovery of LV function and structure were identified. 23.5%
patients had EF improved, but had LVESD unreduced. 10.3% patients had EF unimproved, but had
LVESD reduced. It is unclear whether this dyssynchronized recovery represents a stage during LV
remodeling or it could be the result of underlying molecular events involved in remodeling.? Further
studies to continuously examine LV remodeling and investigate the potential mechanisms are needed.
Limitations

This was a nonrandomized observational study from a single center, and patients who had no EF
reassessment 3 months after revascularization were excluded. Therefore, as with any other
observational studies, ours might be limited from selection biases. Echocardiographic evaluation is
affected by intra- and inter-observer variability. To minimize this limitation, patients with
echocardiographic assessment out of the center were excluded. 96.8% of EF measurements were
reported by Simpson and only 3.2% of EF measurements were by Teicholz. As the Echocardiography
operators in our hospital were all well trained, this variability might be minor. Large scale, multicenter

and prospective studies are needed to confirm our finding.
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Conclusions

In current study, among CAD patients with reduced EF, approximately 45% of patients are likely
to have LVESD reduction more than 7% after revascularization. A 7% reduction in LVESD had the
best predictive accuracy for long-term survival. Combination of LV systolic function recovery and
structure remodeling i.e., EF improvement and LVESD reduction, provided more precise risk

stratification.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1: Change of the percentage of LVESD reduction after revascularization. LVESD, left
ventricular end-systolic diameter

Figure 2: ROC curves for prediction all-cause death. EF, ejection fraction; LVESD, left ventricular
end-systolic diameter; ROC, Receiver-operating-characteristic.

Figure 3: Patient distribution according to the absolute EF improvement and percentage of LVESD
reduction after revascularization. EF, ejection fraction; LVESD, left ventricular end-systolic diameter.
Figure 4: Kaplan-Meier curves estimating incidence of all-cause death. EF, ejection fraction; LVESD,

left ventricular end-systolic diameter.
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Table 1. Patient characteristics according to EF improvement and LVESD reduction

Angiography and therapy

Characteristics Total EF Improved EF Unimproved
(N=923) (N=541) (N=382)
LVESD LVESD P value LVESD LVESD P
Reduced Unreduced Reduced Unreduced  value
(N=324) (N=217) (N=95) (N=287)
Demographics and History
Age, y 64.7 (10.8) 65.5 (10.7) 63.7 (11.4) 071 63.4 (9.4) 65.1(10.9)  .178
Men 770 (83.4) 267 (82.4) 180 (83.0) 870 81 (85.3) 242 (84.3) 907
Weight, kg 72.0 (11.2) 71.8 (11.8) 71.0(10.6)  .400 72.8 (11.3) 72.7(11.0)  .400
Current smoker 327 (35.4) 111 (34.3) 83 (38.3) .343 33 (34.7) 100 (34.8) .985
Hypertension 500 (54.2) 182 (56.2) 117 (53.9) 605 44 (46.3) 157 (54.7)  .156
eGFR, mL/min/1.73m2 84.8 (24.3) 83.6 (22.2) 87.6 (26.0)  .061 86.7 (23.4) 82.8(25.3)  .048
DM 313 (33.9) 128 (39.5) 74 (34.1) 203 31 (32.6) 80 (27.9) 376
Cerebral vascular disease 64 (6.9) 26 (8.0) 8 (3.7) .042 10 (10.5) 20 (7.0) .264
Atrial fibrillation 43 (4.7) 16 (4.9) 7(3.2) 333 1(1.1) 19 (6.6) .035
History of MI 430 (46.6) 124 (38.3) 103 (47.5) 034 51 (53.7) 152 (53.0)  .903
History of PCI 167 (18.1) 46 (14.2) 41 (18.9) 145 17 (17.9) 63 (22.0) 400
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Multi-vessel disease
Left main disease
PCI
CABG
Complete revascularization
ACEiI/ARB/ARNI
-Blocker
MRA
Preoperative Echocardiography
EF, %
LVESD, mm
LVEDD, mm
MR (moderate or severe)
Postoperative Echocardiography
EF, %
LVESD, mm
LVEDD, mm

727 (78.8)
56 (6.1)
526 (57.0)
397 (43.0)
505 (54.7)
469 (50.8)
747 (80.9)
167 (18.1)

36.3 (4.3)
459 (8.2)
58.5 (7.5)
156 (16.9)

45.2 (11.2)
43.4 (9.8)
57.5 (8.5)

268 (82.7)
22 (6.8)
181 (55.9)
143 (44.1)
164 (50.6)
156 (48.2)
269 (83.0)
64 (19.8)

36.1 (4.6)
46.7 (6.4)
58.6 (6.2)
62 (19.1)

54.2 (8.3)
36.5 (5.9)
52.2 (5.6)

163 (75.1)
12 (5.5)
130 (59.9)
87 (40.1)
123 (56.7)
121 (55.8)
174 (80.2)
38 (17.5)

355 (4.9)
415 (9.0)
55.5 (8.0)
27 (12.4)

48.9 (8.2)
43.7 (8.9)
58.0 (7.9)

.031
.554
351
351
.166
.083
400
514

202
<.001
<.001

.040

<.001
<.001
<.001

78 (82.1)
5 (5.3)
46 (48.4)
49 (51.6)
53 (55.8)
44 (46.3)
75 (79.0)
15 (15.8)

37.3(3.0)
50.8 (7.1)
62.1(7.3)
14 (14.7)

375 (5.2)
42.4 (7.1)
56.7 (6.6)

218 (76.0)
17 (5.9)
169 (58.9)
118 (41.1)
165 (57.5)
148 (51.6)
229 (79.8)
42 (14.6)

36.8 (3.8)
46.9 (8.1)
59.6 (7.6)
53 (18.5)

34.8 (6.3)
51.3 (8.9)
63.5 (8.2)

214
811
075
075
71
375
.860
784

180
<.001
.005
407

<.001
<.001
<.001
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MR (moderate or severe) 136 (14.7) 16 (4.9) 35(16.1) <.001 9 (9.5 76 (26.5) .001
Changes in Echocardiography

Absolute change of EF, % 8.9 (11.0) 18.1 (7.8) 13.4(6.1)  <.001 0.2 (4.3) -1.9 (5.5) .001
Absolute change of LVESD, mm -2.5(8.4) -10.2 (5.4) 2.2 (3.9) <.001 -8.4 (4.3) 45 (5.9) <.001
Percentage of LVESD reduction, % -4.5 (18.4) -21.3 (10.0) 6.2 (10.7) <.001 -16.5 (7.8) 10.4 (13.9) <.001
Absolute change of LVEDD, mm -1.0 (7.1) -6.3 (5.4) 2.5 (4.6) <.001 -5.4 (4.8) 3.9 (6.0) <.001
Percentage of LVEDD reduction, % -1.2 (12.2) -10.4 (8.6) 4.9 (8.7) <.001 -8.4 (7.1) 7.1 (10.7) <.001

% Values are mean (SD) or No. of patients (%).

Abbreviations: ACEIi, angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitor; ARB, angiotensin receptor blocker; ARNI, angiotensin receptor-neprilysin
inhibitor; CABG, coronary artery bypass grafting; DM, diabetes mellitus; EF, ejection fraction; eGFR, estimated glomerular filtration rate;
LVEDD, left ventricular end-diastolic diameter; LVESD, left ventricular end-systolic diameter; MI, myocardial infarction; PCI, percutaneous

coronary intervention; MR, mitral regurgitation; MRA, mineralocorticoid receptor antagonist.
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Table 2. Risk of outcomes (LVESD reduced versus LVESD unreduced)

Outcomes

All-cause death
LVESD Reduced
LVESD Unreduced

Cardiovascular death
LVESD Reduced
LVESD Unreduced

Total EF Improved EF Unimproved
(N=923) (N=541) (N=382)
HR (95% CI) P value HR (95% CI) P value HR (95% CI) P value
0.32 (0.21-0.49) <.001 0.49 (0.24-0.98) .043 0.56 (0.31-1.01) .053
Reference Reference Reference
0.25 (0.15-0.41) <.001 0.41 (0.21-0.89) .018 0.43 (0.21-0.86) .017
Reference Reference Reference

Abbreviations: LVESD, left ventricular end-systolic diameter; EF, ejection fraction; HR, hazard ratio.
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Table 3. Risk of all-cause death according to EF improvement and LVESD reduction

EF Improved EF Unimproved
Outcomes
LVESD Reduced LVESD Unreduced LVESD Reduced LVESD Unreduced
Unadjusted Reference 2.05 (1.02-4.12) 4.08 (1.92-8.70) 7.53 (4.24-13.36)
Adjusted ® Reference 2.11 (1.04-4.29) 3.56 (1.60-7.91) 7.54 (4.20-13.53)

Data are HR (95% Cl). ® HRs were adjusted with age, sex, hypertension, diabetes, estimated glomerular filtration rate, history of MI, treatment
with PCI or CABG, and complete revascularization.
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