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Trends in Mechanical Circulatory Support utilization, Left Ventricular Assist Device 

implantation and Transplant during Cardiogenic Shock Hospitalizations, after the New 

Heart Allocation Policy 
 

Background  

In October 2018, a new heart allocation policy was implemented to risk stratify patients listed for 

transplant, prioritizing patients supported with temporary mechanical circulatory support (MCS). 

The policy changes may have had an impact on the management of cardiogenic shock (CS). We 

sought to determine the changes in use of temporary MCS, durable left ventricular assist device 

(LVAD) and transplant in patients hospitalized before and after the new policy. 

Methods 

A retrospective analysis was conducted using the National Inpatient Sample (NIS) between 2017–

2020. Hospitalizations for cardiogenic shock were identified, and stratified based on whether 

patients were admitted before or after the policy change. Baseline characteristics were compared 

between cohorts, and the primary outcome of interest was the use of MCS, transplant and LVAD 

before and after the policy change. Subgroup analyses included patients hospitalized at transplant 

and non-transplant centers, LVAD recipients as well as those who underwent transplant.  

Results  

A total of 643,655 hospitalizations were included, of which 260,340 (40.4%) were before the 

policy change, and 383,315 (59.6%) were after. In all patients with CS, there was a decrease in the 

use of LVAD (adjusted OR 0.73, p<0.01)  and an increase in cardiac transplant (adjusted OR 1.45, 

p<0.01). While IABP use declined for the general CS population (adjusted OR 0.81, p<0.01), it 

increased significantly in cardiac transplant recipients (adjusted OR 2.55; p<0.01). Impella and 

VA-ECMO also increased in transplant recipients. No uptrend was seen in any other subgroup 

including LVAD recipients or CS patients managed in transplant centers.  
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Conclusion  

Our study showed that the allocation policy change had a direct impact on MCS use in the first 

two years after implementation, but this effect was isolated to patients who underwent 

transplantation. It will be important to study how policy changes influence the management of 

other shock populations over time.     
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Introduction 

Despite advances in the therapeutic landscape, cardiogenic shock (CS) remains a 

challenging condition characterized by high rates of morbidity and mortality1. In recent years, 

many hospitals and healthcare systems have created multidisciplinary shock teams, often led by 

advanced heart failure (HF) and transplant cardiology specialists. These teams prioritize the early 

recognition of CS, interpret hemodynamic data, select which patients might benefit from early 

interventions, and utilize various treatment strategies including inotropes, diuretics and 

percutaneous mechanical circulatory support (MCS) devices, all with the ultimate goal of 

improving the chances of meaningful recovery and survival. However, given the complex and 

often refractory nature of this syndrome, one of the most important objectives is to identify patients 

who may not recover and who may be candidates for a durable left ventricular assist device 

(LVAD) or cardiac transplantation.  

In October 2018, the United Network for Organ Sharing (UNOS) implemented a new heart 

transplant allocation policy with 6 tiers, prioritizing patients supported with temporary MCS over 

patients on inotropes alone or durable LVAD support2. While subsequent waitlist mortality and 

time to transplantation have clearly improved, there have also been unintended consequences. The 

use of LVAD as bridge to transplant (BTT) has declined and the number of transplants performed 

annually has increased3,4. Additionally, studies in this population have shown an abrupt increase 

in the use of intra-aortic balloon pump (IABP), with 28% of patients undergoing transplant with a 

IABP after the policy change compared to 8% prior to 20185. This suggests that there has been a 

clear shift in both temporary and durable support strategies, at least for sicker patients awaiting 

transplant. However, in light of the increased role multidisciplinary shock teams now play in the 

management of CS, with a view toward preserving a clear path to transplant or LVAD if needed, 
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it is possible that this shift may also impact a broader CS population. In addition, given the growing 

cross-collaboration between transplant and non-transplant centers through spoke and hub regional 

networks, potential shifts in mechanical support utilization may not necessarily be confined to 

transplant centers only. 

Accordingly, we sought to determine the changes in use of temporary MCS, durable LVAD 

and transplant in patients hospitalized with cardiogenic shock before and after implementation of 

the new heart allocation policy, using a large nationwide database. 

 

Methods 

A retrospective analysis was conducted using the National Inpatient Sample (NIS) between 

2017 – 2020. The NIS represents roughly 8 million discharges per year and is maintained by the 

Agency for Health Care Quality and Research (AHRQ)6. Each patient record in the NIS contains 

information on the patient’s diagnoses and procedures performed during the hospitalization, based 

on International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Revision–Clinical Modification (ICD-10-CM) 

codes. Institutional Review Board approval and informed consent were not required for the study 

as all data collection was derived from a publicly available, de-identified administrative database. 

Discharges were weighted based on the sampling scheme to permit inferences for a nationally 

representative population6. 

Study Population  

From January 2017 through December 2020, we identified hospitalizations for patients 

aged ≥ 18 years using ICD-10-CM codes for cardiogenic shock (Table S1). Hospitalizations where 

patients were admitted during October 2018 were excluded, as this was the month when the 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 24, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316025doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316025
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 6 

updated heart allocation policy was implemented. Hospitalizations with missing information on 

mortality, or in which the patient had an unknown admission month (Figure 1) were also excluded.  

Primary Exposure and Outcome  

Hospitalizations were stratified based on whether the patients were admitted before or after 

the 2018 policy change. The primary outcome of interest was the prevalence of temporary MCS, 

durable LVAD and heart transplant. Temporary MCS consisted of either extracorporeal membrane 

oxygenation (ECMO), Impella or IABP. These were identified using ICD-10-PR codes (Table S1). 

The use of Impella, IABP and ECMO were only captured if they occurred prior to LVAD 

placement or cardiac transplant, or anytime during the admission for patients who did not undergo 

LVAD placement or cardiac transplant.  

Statistical Analysis  

Baseline characteristics were compared between patients admitted before and after the 

allocation policy change. Given the large sample size, standardized differences were calculated 

similar to previous studies of the NIS, with a difference >10% considered clinically meaningful. 

Continuous variables are presented as means; categorical variables are expressed as frequencies 

(percentages). For comparison of baseline characteristics, the Pearson chi-square tests was used 

for categorical variables and a survey-specific linear regression was used for continuous variables.  

To determine whether a CS hospitalization after the allocation policy change was 

independently associated with use of temporary MCS, durable LVAD or transplant, we 

constructed a multivariable logistic regression model incorporating the following variables: age, 

sex, primary expected payer status, median household income, weekday versus weekend 

admission, hospital characteristics (region, bed size, location, and teaching status), all Elixhauser 

comorbidities, cardiac comorbidities (prior myocardial infarction, prior percutaneous coronary 
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intervention (PCI), prior coronary artery bypass graft surgery (CABG), coronary artery disease, 

and family history of coronary artery disease), presentation (acute myocardial infarction (AMI) or 

non‐AMI), and procedures (PCI, CABG). We repeated the analysis in certain subgroups including 

hospitalizations within transplant centers only, hospitalizations in which patient ultimately 

received LVADs or underwent transplant, hospitalizations in patients aged <=75 years, and 

patients with non-elective admissions. The effect of each subgroup on the relationship between 

IABP use and the NHAP was assessed by including interaction terms between the subgroups and 

IABP use.  

For all analyses, we accounted for the complex survey design by using stratification and 

cluster variables. All analyses were conducted using STATA, version 15.1 (Statacorp, College 

Station, TX). All P values were 2 sided, with a significance threshold of P<0.05.  

 

Results 

After applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria to the dataset, a total of 643,655 

hospitalizations for cardiogenic shock were included in the final analysis. 260,340 hospitalizations 

(40.4%) occurred before the allocation policy change, and 383,315 (59.6%) were after the policy 

change (Figure 1). The baseline characteristics for the study population are displayed in Table 

1.  There were no significant differences in age or sex distribution between the cohorts (mean age 

66.8 vs 66.7, p=0.82; 37.7% vs 37.8% women, p=0.71, respectively). There were similar rates of 

cardiovascular risk factors, including hypertension, prior MI, coronary artery disease, diabetes 

mellitus, obesity, chronic heart failure, valvular disease, and peripheral vascular disease (all 

standardized differences <10%). Rates of comorbidities were similar across all subgroups (see 

Supplemental tables).  In the overall population, the rates of non–AMI-CS cases were significantly 
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higher than AMI-CS cases (81.4% versus 18.6%), with a greater disparity after the allocation 

change (82.6% versus 17.4%; p <0.001; Table  2). Overall, revascularization (PCI or CABG) rates 

were low (less than 25% of the population).    

Differences in the use of use of temporary MCS, LVAD and transplant are illustrated in 

Figure 2. Across both periods, IABP was the predominant type of percutaneous circulatory support 

device. The prevalence of IABP use decreased slightly in the period after the policy change (13.3% 

of hospitalizations vs. 11.3%, p <0.01). Other percutaneous devices such as Impella and ECMO 

were used less frequently overall, with a similar rate before and after the allocation policy change 

(5.7% versus 5.9% for Impella, 2.4% versus 2.5% for ECMO).  Cardiogenic shock hospitalizations 

in which cardiac transplantation was performed increased after the policy change, although this 

represented only 1% of the overall population. Approximately 25% of all cardiogenic shock 

hospitalizations took place in transplant centers. In these centers, the rates of cardiac 

transplantation increased from 3.1% to 4.4% (p < 0.01) after the policy change. Conversely, the 

frequency of LVAD decreased after the policy change in transplant centers (6.4% versus 4.6%, p 

< 0.01). After multivariable adjustment for the entire study population, IABP and LVAD use 

remained less prevalent in the period after the allocation policy change (adjusted OR 0.82 p<0.01, 

adjusted OR 0.73 p<0.01, respectively), and transplant remained more prevalent (adjusted OR 

1.45, p<0.01). There was no significant difference in Impella and ECMO utilization.              

To better understand the impact of the policy change on temporary and durable therapy, 

we further evaluated additional subgroups. There were no changes in trends of device utilization 

in the subgroups stratified by acute coronary syndrome, nonelective admission status and age>75. 

However, there was a significant increase in the use of upstream IABP after the policy change in 

the cohort who underwent cardiac transplant during the hospitalization, which remained significant 
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after multivariable adjustment (15.1% versus 41.6%, adjusted OR 2.55, p<0.01, Figure 3; p<0.01 

for interaction). VA-ECMO and Impella prior to transplant also increased but were utilized far less 

frequently (2.7% versus 5.2%, adjusted OR 2.13 and 5.6% versus 8.7%, adjusted OR 1.73 

respectively, p = 0.04 for both, Table 3). Lastly, in patients who received LVAD therapy, there 

was no difference in the use of ECMO, Impella or IABP after the policy change (see Supplemental 

Tables).  

 

Discussion 

While numerous studies have reported on changes in outcomes after the 2018 allocation 

policy implementation, most have focused only on listed patients that underwent transplant or 

LVAD. Given the advent of multidisciplinary shock teams led by HF physicians and vast hospital 

networks connected to transplant centers, we endeavored to look at the effect of the policy change 

on a broader CS population. In this large national study of CS hospitalizations, made up of mostly 

non-AMI-CS, roughly 25% took place in transplant centers. We found a decline in the use of 

LVADs and a rise in cardiac transplant after the policy change. While IABP use was relatively 

unchanged for the general CS population including LVAD recipients, it increased significantly in 

cardiac transplant recipients as did VA-ECMO and Impella, albeit to a lesser degree. These 

differences remained significant after multivariable adjustment for patient and hospital 

characteristics.  

Our study found that allcomers with CS were less likely to undergo LVAD and more likely 

to undergo transplant, after the policy change. These findings are similar to the results of another 

recent study that found a 33% decrease in LVAD use in transplant candidates following the policy 

change7. The specific changes made in the 2018 listing criteria can help to elucidate these trends.  
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Prior to October 2018, the allocation system was 3-tiered: 1A being highest priority, 1B 

intermediate priority and 2 the lowest priority. Previously, LVAD recipients were listed as status 

1A for 30 days, at any point, once clinically stable after implantation and otherwise were listed as 

status 1B. The new allocation system expanded to a 6-tiered system to better risk stratify the 

heterogenous group of patients previously listed as 1A. In the new system, specific hemodynamic 

criteria within a 24-hour period were needed to meet at least status 2. In order to be considered 

status 1 or 2, patients with an LVAD would have to experience life threatening ventricular 

arrythmias or device malfunction/failure with the majority otherwise relegated to status 48. Studies 

show that the most common listing status was 1B (74% of patients) before the policy change, and 

2 (60% of patients) after the change9. As a consequence of all of this, the pathway from an LVAD 

implant to eventually receiving a transplant has become much less straightforward, which has 

dramatically affected patient and provider preferences regarding LVAD implantation.  This is 

important, because it is clear that LVAD remains underutilized for patients with end stage heart 

failure10. In our study, LVAD use decreased to less than 5% of CS patients managed at transplant 

centers after the new allocation policy change. While some patients were, presumably, prioritized 

for transplant instead or didn’t have an indication for durable advanced therapies at the time, it’s 

possible that there were also end stage HF patients ineligible for transplant (for psychosocial 

reasons, comorbidities or increased pulmonary vascular resistance, etc.) who instead of undergoing 

LVAD, were managed medically in the hopes of preserving a pathway to transplant in the future. 

Because contemporary LVAD technology yields significant improvements in survival and 

functional capacity, such a delayed approach to advanced therapies might pose increased and 

unnecessary risks. The downstream effects of this de-prioritization of LVAD patients for transplant 

require further elucidation in subsequent studies.    
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The use of IABP for the management of CS has decreased significantly over the last twenty 

years, in part due to the lack of mortality benefit and increased short-term risks seen across multiple 

clinical trials11,12,13. This trend was recapitulated in our study. We found that the use of IABPs in 

all comers with CS continued to decline after the 2018 policy change.  However, in CS admissions 

that did lead to cardiac transplantation, IABP utilization increased substantially after the change. 

Despite only 1% of the study population undergoing transplant, the rate of IABP escalation in this 

subgroup was enough to neutralize any decline in IABP use for CS, overall, at transplant centers. 

These findings are similar to a recent retrospective study of the UNOS database, which found that 

preoperative balloon pump use increased significantly following the policy change (7%–24.9%) 

in patients undergoing heart transplantation14. The higher IABP prevalence in our study (15.1% 

before and 41.6% after the policy change) likely reflects differences in the populations 

investigated, with our transplanted population being a hospitalized cohort enriched for patients 

that were likely status 2 or higher.  It may have also included some CS patients treated and 

stabilized with IABP initially, who subsequently had it removed or were upgraded to another 

temporary MCS prior to transplant later in the hospitalization.        

 The observational nature of this study limits our ability to know with certainty why 

transplant recipients had higher upstream IABP use after the policy change but the reasons are 

likely multifactorial and nuanced. With the new allocation policy, a Status 2 listing was usually 

based on  a need for temporary MCS such as IABP.  Interestingly, a recent study showed that of 

3,687 patients listed as Status 2 after the 2018 policy change, 48% were upgraded from a lower 

status indicating that many of these patients had chronic heart failure and were already listed at 

transplant centers prior to decompensating15. Therefore, many of the CS patients who underwent 

transplant in our study, were likely a unique group of shock patients, who had already partially 
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adapted to a chronic low output state and were more likely to stabilize with IABP support alone16. 

Inta-aortic balloon pump use, specifically via an axillary approach, also allows for patients to be 

bridged for weeks or longer without compromising patient mobility and with a lower complication 

rate when compared to VA-ECMO or Impella17. These practical and physiologic benefits, which 

have been long recognized, but which the new allocation policy perhaps further illuminated, 

provides some context for the observed uptrend in IABP use. Finally, regarding outcomes, the 

implantation of an IABP has been shown to increase the likelihood of heart transplant14 without 

any signal for worsening post-transplant survival18. Despite all of this, it remains difficult to 

completely reconcile the rapid growth in IABP utilization for this one small shock cohort with the 

continued stagnation or decline in every other CS population over the same period. We agree with 

others that the observed disparity may also, at least in part, reflect a strategic effort in some cases 

to elevate candidate status and reduce waitlist time19. 

Notably our study, which looked at a nationwide sample, did not show an uptrend in IABP 

use among the broader CS population, including all other subgroups managed in transplant centers 

as well as non-transplant centers. This is in contrast to a previous study of 7 transplant centers, 

which showed a significant increase in IABP use after the policy change, among non-AMI-CS 

patients suggesting a possible effect of the new policy on contemporary management in transplant 

centers5. Furthermore, while LVADs are still most commonly used as a rescue therapy for CS20, 

even in this enriched, high-acuity subgroup, there was no uptrend in IABP or other MCS use in 

the post allocation change era. Our study, therefore, showed that the allocation policy change has 

had a direct impact on IABP use, but that this effect has been isolated to patients who underwent 

transplantation, without clearly influencing the management of other populations. Still, as 

treatment paradigms continue to evolve over time with heart failure physicians increasingly 
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managing shock in both hub and spoke centers, it will be important to continually study how the 

2018 policy change may ultimately influence practice patterns for a broader shock population.     

Impella and VA- ECMO were used less frequently overall in the CS population, with a 

similar rate before and after the policy change. As shown previously, ECMO use prior to 

transplant, did increase although to a much lesser degree compared to IABP21. Like IABP use after 

the policy change, bridging with ECMO to transplant has been shown to improve the frequency of 

heart transplant and decrease wait times22. Interestingly the overall use of ECMO (pre-operatively 

and post-operatively) in the transplant population did not statistically change because of less post-

operative placement in the later era. While upstream placement would have eliminated the need to 

consider ECMO salvage post-operatively in some, the decreased rate of transplant for LVAD 

patients, was another likely explanation for this finding. In one study in the era prior to the policy 

change, 32% of patients with severe primary graft dysfunction requiring VA-ECMO had 

previously received an LVAD23. The modest decline in ECMO after heart transplant may represent 

one unintended, positive effect of the allocation change as salvage ECMO after heart transplant 

has correlated with increased mortality and resource utilization24.  Impella use prior to transplant 

also increased only modestly after the policy change. Despite clear hemodynamic superiority 

compared to IABP25 and one recent study showing a mortality benefit in AMI-CS26, Impella use 

has correlated with a higher incidence of  vascular complications, acute kidney injury, bleeding, 

hemolysis and stroke in CS trials27.  Additionally, patients managed with an Impella are still 

assigned to the same Status 2 listing as those managed with IABP. The risk/benefit profile without 

affording any additional priority on the waitlist, as compared to IABP, may explain the relative 

underutilization of Impella in the post allocation change era. However, the Impella 5.5, surgically 

implanted via the axillary artery, can provide greater support for weeks or longer with a lower risk 
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of complications compared to Impella CP or 2.528,29. A recent UNOS analysis of the Impella 5.5 

prior to transplant showed good waitlist and post-transplant outcomes with minimal device-related 

complications30. As comfort with this device continues to grow, future studies will likely confirm 

an expanded role for it in the management of patients listed for transplant as well as the broader 

CS population.            

A major strength of this study was that we used a nationally representative cohort to capture 

the effect of a policy change on a real‐world case mix of CS. However, there are notable 

limitations. First, while we were able to use ICD-10-CM codes to analyze data, miscoded and 

missing information can occur in large administrative datasets such as the NIS. However, HCUP 

quality control procedures are regularly performed to confirm that NIS data values are valid, 

consistent, and reliable4. Second, starting in 2012, the NIS was redesigned to represent a 20% 

national patient‐level sample of all US hospitals. Because of the stratified sampling technique, it 

is possible that our definition of a transplant hospital may have missed some hospitals with a very 

low procedural volume (≤5 transplants annually). However, we have previously shown that 

advanced cardiac care hospitals, specifically hospitals that perform LVAD, can be identified in the 

NIS database with high accuracy31. Third, the NIS only includes data that can be encoded with 

ICD-10-CM codes, and therefore cannot include detailed information such as hemodynamic data, 

end organ function and degree of cardiomyopathy. Fourth, the NIS does not contain granular 

patient-level data, such as the use of medications, the baseline ejection fraction, laboratory values, 

and listing status for transplant. Fifth, the NIS provides short-term retrospective data, and therefore 

long-term outcomes following the NHAP cannot be assessed presently. Finally, because the post 

allocation era in this study also overlapped with the COVID 19 pandemic, this could have also 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 24, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316025doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316025
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 15 

affected MCS use, particularly in the year 2020. It will be important to continually follow trends 

in device use for CS, over time.  

 

Conclusion  

In this large national study of CS hospitalizations, made up of mostly non-AMI-CS, there 

was a decrease in the use of LVADs and an increase in cardiac transplant after the 2018 allocation 

policy change. While IABP use declined for the general CS population, it increased significantly 

in cardiac transplant recipients. No uptrend was seen in any other subgroup including LVAD 

recipients or CS patients managed in transplant centers. While the impact of the policy change on 

management was isolated to the transplant population in the first 2 years after implementation,  it 

will be important to continually study how it influences practice patterns over time for a broader 

shock population.     
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Table 1: Baseline Characteristics for Patients Admitted with Cardiogenic Shock between 2017 

and 2020, before and after the 2018 Allocation Policy Change.  

Characteristic 

Overall a Pre  a Post a 

P Value 

b 

Standardized 

Difference, 

% 

643,655 260,340 (40.4) 383,315 (59.6) 

Age, years 66.7 66.8 66.7 0.82 c 0.782 

Women 242,830 (37.7) 98,060 (37.7) 144,770 (37.8) 0.71 0.2151 

Black race 101,820 (16.4) 39,835 (15.9) 61,985 (16.7) <0.01 <0.01 

Weekend admission 151,980 (23.6) 61,335 (23.6) 90,645 (23.7) 0.72 0.2074 

Bed size      

    Small 82,895 (12.9) 31,345 (12.0) 51,550 (13.5) 

<0.01 

10.94 

Medium 158,020 (24.6) 64,450 (24.8) 93,570 (24.4) 1.41 

Large 402,740 (62.6) 164,545 (63.2) 238,195 (62.1) 1.7 

Urban location 620,620 (96.4) 250,965 (96.4) 369,655 (96.4) 0.72 0.2013 

Teaching hospital 529,940 (82.3) 210,035 (80.7) 319,905 (83.5) <0.01 7.2521 

Region      

    Northeast 104,370 (16.2) 41,530 (16.0) 62,840 (16.4) 

<0.01 

2.72 

Midwest 145,530 (22.6) 59,360 (22.8) 86,170 (22.5) 1.41 

South 257,340 (39.9) 105,235 (40.4) 152,105 (39.7) 1.85 

West 136,415 (27.2) 54,215 (20.8) 82,200 (21.4) 2.92 

Cardiac 

comorbidities 
     

Known CAD 174,075 (27.0) 72,430 (27.8) 101,645 (26.5) <0.01 2.9316 
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Family history of 

CAD 

33,365 (5.2) 14,450 (5.6) 18,915 (4.9) <0.01 2.7634 

Prior myocardial 

infarction 

75,065 (11.7) 31,190 (12.0) 43,875 (11.5) <0.01 1.6615 

Prior percutaneous 

coronary intervention 

103,965 (16.2) 45,240 (17.4) 58,725 (15.3) <0.01 5.5644 

Prior coronary artery 

bypass surgery 

56,510 (8.8) 24,085 (9.3) 32,425 (8.5) <0.01 2.789 

Elixhauser 

comorbidities 
     

Congestive heart 

failure 

411,670 (64.0) 161,165 (62.0) 250,505 (65.4) <0.01 7.1692 

Chronic pulmonary 

disease 

84,515 (13.1) 36,330 (14.0) 48,185 (12.6) <0.01 4.082 

Coagulopathy 30,060 (4.7) 11,835 (4.6) 18,225 (4.8) 0.08 0.9906 

Deficiency anemias 40,590 (6.3) 15,865 (6.1) 24,725 (6.5) 0.01 1.4698 

Diabetes mellitus 

(uncomplicated) 

52,600 (8.2) 23,805 (9.1) 28,795 (7.5) <0.01 5.908 

Diabetes mellitus 

with complications 

206,610 (32.1) 79,645 (30.6) 126,965 (33.1) <0.01 5.4325 

Hypertension 86,980 (13.5) 38,885 (14.9) 48,095 (12.6) <0.01 6.9434 

Liver disease 154,205 (24.0) 59,290 (22.8) 94,915 (24.8) <0.01 4.6706 
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Fluid and electrolyte 

disorders 

440,420 (68.4) 171,215 (65.8) 269,205 (70.2) <0.01 9.5822 

Obesity 125,085 (19.4) 48,455 (18.6) 76,630 (20.0) <0.01 3.4951 

Peripheral vascular 

disease 

37,765 (5.9) 17,020 (6.5) 20,745 (5.4) <0.01 4.7503 

Pulmonary 

circulation disorder 

133,475 (20.7) 52,705 (20.2) 80,770 (21.1) <0.01 2.0422 

Chronic renal failure 249,710 (38.8) 100,290 (38.5) 149,420 (39.0) 0.10 0.9407 

Valvular disease 153,665 (23.9) 62,830 (24.1) 90,835 (23.7) 0.07 1.0235 

Weight loss 1,455 (0.2) 580 (0.2) 875 (0.2) 0.84 0.1157 

 

a Values are presented as number (percentage) of patients unless otherwise indicated. 

b Rao-Scott v 2 test was used for all statistical tests in this table unless stated otherwise. 

c Linear regression was performed. 
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Table 2: Case Presentations and the Use of MCS in All Patients With Cardiogenic Shock  

 Overall a Pre  a Post  a P value b 

Standardized 

Difference, % 

Presentation 

AMI-CS 119,670 (18.6) 52,990 (20.4) 66,680 (17.4) <0.01 7.57 

Non-AMI CS 523,985 (81.4) 

207,350 

(79.7) 

316,635 

(82.6) 

<0.01 7.57 

Hospitalizations in 

transplant centers 

160,440 (24.9) 65,970 (25.3) 94,470 (24.7) <0.01 1.60 

Interventions 

IABP 78,110 (12.1) 34,735 (13.3) 43,375 (11.3) <0.01 6.17 

Impella 37,330 (5.8) 14,760 (5.7) 22,570 (5.9) 0.10 0.94 

ECMO 15,845 (2.5) 6,350 (2.4) 9,495 (2.5) 0.67 0.25 

PCI or CABG 155,680 (24.2) 67,235 (25.8) 88,445 (23.1) <0.01 6.41 

LVAD 4,890 (1.6) 5,430 (1.9) 10,320 (1.4) <0.01 3.63 

Transplant 2,050 (1.0) 4,120 (0.8) 6,170 (1.1) <0.01 2.99 
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Table 3: Case Presentations and the Use of MCS in Patients Who Underwent Transplant. 

 Overall a Pre a Post a P value b Standardized Difference, % 

Presentation 

ACS-CS 85 (1.4) 20 (1.0) 65 (1.6) 0.39  

Non-ACS CS 6085 (98.6) 2030 (99.0) 4055 (98.4) 0.39 5.36 

Interventions 

IABP 2025 (32.8) 310 (15.1) 1715 (41.6) <0.01 61.46 

Impella/Tandem Heart 475 (7.7) 115 (5.6) 360 (8.7) 0.04 12.13 

ECMO 270 (4.4) 55 (2.7) 215 (5.2) 0.02 13.03 

LVAD 140 (2.3) 75 (3.7) 65 (1.6) 0.02 13.05 
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Figure 1: Study Cohort  
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Figure 2: Frequency of MCS Use in Patients With Cardiogenic Shock, Pre and Post Policy 

Change  
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Figure 3: Odds of Receiving a IABP in Patients With Cardiogenic Shock After the policy 

change (With Hospitalizations Prior to the policy change as Reference)  
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