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ABSTRACT

Carotid Intimal Medial Thickness (CIMT) is an ultrasound estimate of preclinical
atherosclerosis. The Charlottesville CIMT trial entered 1470 subjects from 1995 to 2011
and assessed total mortality in 2024 with a mean 15-year follow-up. In those subjects who
reported no smoking or coronary disease, Cox statistics revealed that the presence of plaque
and 4t quartile common, bulb and internal CIMT measurements predicted total mortality
(compared to the 1st quartile). Age-normalized CIMT quartiles were less predictive. The
age of subjects in the 4th quartile was 15 years higher than the 1st quartile. To correct for
different ages, a novel life table model was created to analyze clinical data from a cohort
who entered a trial at varying ages. This life table model allowed inclusion of subjects lost
to follow-up. With this life table model, age-normalized 4t and 34 quartile common, bulb
and internal CIMT predicted total mortality. These data show the utility of measuring
CIMT to predict mortality and the benefit of the life table model. The output statistic of the
life table model, Age Difference, is an easily understandable and relevant measure of effect
size.

INTRODUCTION

In people without known atherosclerotic disease (primary prevention), it is
complicated to decide who would benefit from treating dyslipidemia to prevent coronary
artery disease (CAD), myocardial infarction (MI) and other atherosclerotic diseases. The
most common clinical approach is to treat based on low density lipoprotein (LDL) levels (1).
Unfortunately, there are other predictors of atherosclerotic outcomes such as high density
lipoprotein (HDL) levels, lipoprotein little a (Lipa), family history, smoking, systolic blood
pressure (SBP), diabetes, exposure to small airborne particles (PM2.5) and a sedentary
lifestyle (1). There are people with a high LDL and a negative family history that live a
long life without atherosclerotic complications. There are also people with a low LDL who
have a MI at a young age.

One approach to deciding who to treat is computed tomography (CT) coronary
calcium scoring which has been shown to predict atherosclerotic complications quite well in
older people (2). Calcium scoring has little operator variability. Unfortunately, in the
MESA trial a woman has to be 66 and a man has to be 52 for each to have a 50% chance of
a positive calcium score; so younger people have less predictive accuracy (2).

Carotid Intimal Medial Thickness (CIMT) is a high-resolution ultrasound of the
carotid arteries performed to predict atherosclerosis burden and therefore risk (3). The
carotids are close enough to the skin for more accurate ultrasound measurement than
coronary arteries. Both thickness and plaque can be measured. Unfortunately, CIMT
measurements have issues with operator variability: proper imaging requires more
operator time and therefore cost. Also, some labs look only at common CIMT while others
(like ours) look at common, bulb and internal CIMT. In a meta-analysis, common CIMT
was only modestly predictive of atherosclerotic outcomes (4).
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In 1995, the University of Virginia started a clinical CIMT program. We did a
retrospective analysis in 2004 (the published Charlottesville CIMT trial (5)) and found that
CIMT predicted major cardiac outcomes (MI, stroke (CVA), transient ischemic attack (TTA)
or revascularization). The odds ratio for being in the 4t (top) quartile of age-normalized
carotid bulb CIMT was 5.8 more that the 1t (lowest) quartile and the p for quartile trend
was 0.007. Internal age-normalized CIMT was also predictive, the p for quartile trend was
0.03. The common carotid CIMT was not significantly predictive.

In 2024, total mortality was evaluated in the Charlottesville CIMT trial.
Interestingly, traditional Cox proportional hazard statistics did not predict outcomes well
for such a prolonged trial with subjects entering at varying ages, so I created a new life
table model. This model and its benefits will be discussed in detail.

METHODS
CLINICAL TRIAL

All CIMT studies performed by the cardiovascular division at the University of
Virginia between 11/29/1995 and 1/11/2011 were included in this analysis — see reference
(5) for details including the imaging protocol. The program was begun on 11/29/1995 and
had two intermediate analyses, one in 2004 (the published trial (5)) and the other in 2011
(similar results yet not accepted for publication despite multiple attempts). A quality
assurance database has been in place. Vital status (dead vs. alive vs. lost to follow-up) was
ascertained in 2023 via medical record search by the author from January to March 2024.
This quality assurance database was then converted into a research database in April 2024.
The protocol was approved by the University of Virginia Human Investigation Committee
(#10915).

NOVEL LIFE TABLE MODEL

Data was arranged in a spreadsheet with a row for each subject: column A was
status at end of the trial (O=alive, 1=dead), column B was age at start of study, column C
was age at end of study if alive or the age of death, column D was years of data collected,
column E was missing years (0 if alive at study closure), and columns F and beyond were 0
or 1 for various sorting groups.

Data was imported into Matlab (Natick, MA, USA). Data were first tested with a
Cox proportional hazard model that did not include those subjects lost to follow-up (6, 7).
This was done in Matlab with [b,logl,H,stats] = coxphfit(group (column F+), data
duration(0,column D), 'Censoring', datcensoring' (column A)).

The novel models were based on a life table with a row for each subject and a column
for each age. Fig. 1 shows the data from the first 17 nonsmokers in the clinical database.
Subjects 1-15 were patients who did not die during the duration of the trial while subjects
16 and 17 died during the trial.
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The life table model called KNOWN was conservative like the Cox model because
those subjects lost to follow-up were not included (Fig. 1, top). ONES were entered for
every age when a subject was known to be alive for the entire trial duration. If a subject
died during the trial, ONES were entered for the ages when the subject was alive and
ZEROS were entered from the age of death until the trial ended. Subjects 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11
and 15 were lost to follow-up and are not included. Subject 16 and 17 died at 83 and 86 and
the ONES prior were replaced by ZEROS until the end of the trial. The deaths at age 83
and 86 cause the mean to drop to 50% then 0. The end of data occurred in 2024 when
subject 17 had been dead for 9 years and the data were collected.

The life table model called ALL also included those subjects lost to follow-up (Fig. 1,
bottom: see the results and discussion section for rationale). ONES for every age when a
subject was known to be alive for at least 2 years. Once a subject was lost to follow-up or
the trial ended, the ONES were no longer included. If a subject died during the trial, ONES
were entered for the ages when the subject was alive and ZEROS were entered from the age
of death until age 105. Subject 1 and 3 were lost to follow-up and are only included for
short time. Subjects 16 and 17 died at 83 and 86 and the ONES prior were replaced by
ZEROS causing the mean to drop to 67% then 33% at their death ages (see line at bottom).
The end of data for subject 15 who was lost to follow-up at age 92 caused the mean to drop
to 0% until age 105.

Known Model (excluding those lost to followup)
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Figure 1. Example of the two life table models with the first 17 no smoking subjects.
ONEs are entered for the age when subjects are known to be alive and ZEROs for ages
when subjects are dead.
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Data was analyzed for the KNOWN and ALL life table models as the Age Difference
(AD) between groups. In columns F and beyond, subjects were divided into two groups
based on various subject characteristic, e.g. smoking. The mean life table data for mortality
for the two groups was plotted (Fig. 2). As is clearly visible, the curves appeared to be
approximately sigmoid and did not fit a typical proportional hazard plot, so hazards were
not calculated. The mean life table data was divided into 20 quantiles (see horizontal lines
in Fig. 2 separating the mortality into 20 groups: the first (top) was from 1.0 to 0.95 shown
in light blue, and the eleventh from 0.5 to 0.45 shown in grey). Statistics were then
performed only those quantiles in which each group had at least a minimum number of
subjects (this prevented rare events from dominating statistics - for this analysis the
minimum n was 8). The age difference (AD) between the two groups was calculated from
the area enclosed within each quantile that had enough n. In Fig. 2, 11 quantiles (colored
horizontal stripes) fit this criterion. Then mean AD (mAD), standard error AD (seAD =
standard deviation/square root of n of quantiles), Z for AD (zAD = mAD/seAD), and p value
for AD pAD = 0701 * [zAD| - 0.416 * zAD* (yg]lue limited between 1 and 0.000001) were then
calculated. Matlab code is included in the appendix.
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Figure 2. The method to calculate Age Difference. The mean number alive from the
whole CIMT cohort separated by those not smoking (blue x) and those smoking (red o)
groups. Horizontal lines were drawn at 0.05 intervals creating 20 quantiles (horizontal
stripes). The area between the red and blue lines represents the age difference (AD) for
each quantile (area was calculated vertically given that the life table data did not always
decrease as subjects came and went in the life table - see red line in dark blue quantile at
ages 70-75). The top 11 quantiles were colored in as they fit the criterion that there were at
least a certain number of subjects in each of the groups (in this case beyond age 80 there
were less than 8 subjects in the red group — the line of asterisks show where data were
analyzed). The mean AD (in this case 7.2 years) for each of these top 11 quantiles were
calculated and statistics performed (shown just above the graph). The dotted line is the
total number of subjects/1000 at each age.
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RESULTS

There were 1470 subjects studied: 671 were men and 799 women. There were 194
subjects (13%) who were known to have died, 663 alive (45%) at the analysis date (2023),
613 lost to follow-up (42%). The mean follow-up was 15 years (range 0-27) and the average
number of missing years of data was 5.7. For those whose status was known at the end of
the study, the mean follow-up was 21 years. At the date of the CIMT measurement, the
mean age was 56 (range 16-85), 2% reported known CAD, 2% reported a prior CVA or TIA,
4% reported diabetes, 41% reported hypertension, 99% reported dyslipidemia, 7% were
smokers, and 31% reported hormone use. The average height was 67 inches (range 56-78),
weight 170 pounds (range 70-372), BMI 26.3 (range 13-49), Systolic BP 136 (range 90-204),
and Diastolic BP 83 (range 30-120). The median common IMT was 0.83 mm (range 0.4-2.5),
bulb IMT 1.2 mm (range 0.45-4.7), internal IMT 0.80 (range 0.3-4.7), and mean Flow
Mediate Dilation 16.4% (range -100 to 120).

Table 1. Entire cohort vs. No Smoking or CAD Prediction of Mortality

Group Standard Cox model All Age Difference model Known Age Difference model
Entire Cohort No Smoking or CAD Entire Cohort No Smoking or CAD Entire Cohort No Smoking or CAD
mbl p Sig mbl p Sig AgeD p Sig AgeD p Sig AgeD p Sig AgeD p Sig

Age (> 55 years) 1.741 2E-16 *** 1.58 3E-12 *** 8.015 1E-06 *** 7.075 1E-06 *** 15.07 1E-06 *** 11.82 1E-06 ***

Sex (Male) 0.383 0.009 ** 0.399 0.015 * 1.796 7E-04 *** 1.492 0.014 * 3.594 1E-04 *** 3.144 3E-04 ***

Height (> 68 in) 0.082 0.58 0.112 0.4%4 1.257 0.002 ** 1.278 0.008 ** 1.514 0.024 * 1.779 0.019 *

BMI (>30) 0.082 0.665 0.04 0.852 4.2 1E-06 *** 3.419 1E-04 *** 3.792 6E-05 *** 2.317 0.089

CAD (yes) 1.197 1E-03 *** 5.098 0.043 * EE

Hypertension (yes) 0.78 3E-07 *** 0.723 1E-05 *** 2.893 2E-05 *** 2.458 7E-04 *** 2,279 0.043 * 1.948 0.092

Hormone use (yes) -0.45 0.123 -0.46 0.142 -4.65 3E-04 ***--- -491 2E-04 ***--- -6.28 0.13 -3.88 0.33

Smoking (yes) 0.723 0.004 ** 7.22 1E-06 *** 6.069 1E-06 ***

CVA or TIA (yes) 1.232 0.001 ** 1.04 0.022 * 10.62 9E-04 *** 12.16 5E-05 *** 11.5 7E-04 *** 7.837 0.005 **

Diabetes (yes) 0.292 0.369 -0.01 0.99 4.678 0.001 ** 5.059 0.043 * 6.038 0.019 * 2.997 0.556

Flow Med Dilation (>10%) -0.24 0.19 -0.31 0.102 0.817 0.112 0.528 0.38 -0.03 0.966 -0.41 0.657

Plaque (yes) 0.409 1E-05 *** 0.426 8E-05 *** 0.574 0.333 0.097 0.901 -2.47 0.01 **--- -2 0.094

Common Quartile 4vs.1 1.142 3E-07 *** 1.187 5E-06 *** -0.78 0.07 -0.86 0.164 1.095 0.095 1.913 0.036 *

3vs.1 0.626 0.007 ** 0.716 0.006 ** -0.68 0.283 0.097 0.91 -1.88 0.102 0.322 0.824
2vs.1 0.404 0.092 0.435 0.109 -2.41 2E-04 ***--- -2.76 0.002 **--- -1.98 0.054 -1.67 0.367
Bulb Quartile 4vs.1 1.583 2E-10 *** 1.615 8E-09 *** 0.276 0.151 -0.56 S5E-04 ***--- 7.613 1E-06 *** 8.883 1E-06 ***
3vs.1 0.855 0.001 ** 0.926 0.002 ** 0.272 0.286 0.75 1E-06 *** 4.609 1E-06 *** 5.513 1E-06 ***
2vs.1 0.619 0.03 * 0.731 0.019 * -0.37 0.481 -0.36 0.568 4,133 3E-04 *** 4.423 4E-04 ***
Internal Quartile 4vs.1 0.9 4E-04 *** 0.784 0.004 ** -0.03 0.949 -0.64 0.266 3.174 3E-04 *** 2.64 0.026 *
3vs.1 0.648 0.016 * 0.434 0.131 0.981 0.349 0.295 0.806 2.522 0.239 0.714 0.774
2vs.1 0.669 0.02 * 0.568 0.057 1.363 0.022 * 1.806 0.011 * 3.571 0.013 * 2.743 0.106
Common Age-Norm 4vs.1  -0.09 0.708 0.05 0.854 3.655 1E-06 *** 3.941 1E-06 *** 2.243 1E-05 *** 2.73 1E-06 ***
Quartile 3vs.1 -0.16 0.482 -0.11 0.688 2.901 1E-06 *** 3.692 1E-06 *** 1.219 0.081 2.055 0.006 **
2vs.1 -0.18 0.442 -0.02 0.95 0.596 0.422 1.661 0.081 0.752 0.457 2.555 0.064
Bulb Age-Norm 4vs.1 0.614 0.007 ** 0.567 0.033 * 4.382 1E-06 *** 3.196 1E-06 *** 6.248 1E-06 *** 4.376 3E-06 ***
Quartile 3vs.1 0.264 0.232 0.283 0.244 1.982 1E-05 *** 2.501 1E-06 *** 2,791 1E-06 *** 3.322 1E-06 ***
2vs.1 0.063 0.78 0.126 0.606 1.543 0.014 * 2.558 2E-05 *** 1.088 0.387 2.044 0.094
Internal Age-Norm 4vs.1 0.367 0.249 0.286 0.401 8.124 1E-06 *** 7.716 2E-05 *** 10.66 3E-05 *** 11.93 0.002 **
Quartile 3vs.1 -0.17 0.587 -0.37 0.285 4.2 1E-06 *** 3.885 1E-06 *** 5.645 1E-06 *** 5.678 1E-06 ***
2vs.1 0.356 0.189 0.231 0.413 5.707 1E-06 *** 5.791 1E-06 *** 5.356 1E-06 *** 4.777 1E-06 ***

Table 1: Life Table data for the entire cohort and those who did not smoke or
have CAD with the three models. mb1 is the mean hazard ratio for the Cox model,
AgeD (AD) is the effect size in years for the life table models. p is the p value, Sig
refers to significance (¥*** is <0.001, ** 1s < 0.01, * is <0.05 and --- indicates a lower
risk).
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For the whole cohort, standard Cox statistics revealed that age, male sex, reported
CAD, hypertension, smoking and prior stroke or transient ischemic attack (CVA/TIA)
predicted mortality (Table 1). Since screening for preclinical atherosclerosis would typically
be not performed in those who smoked or had known CAD, data from these two groups (9%
of total subjects) were excluded from further analysis. In the no smoking/no CAD cohort,
Cox statistics revealed similar results: age, male sex, hypertension and prior CVA/TIA
predicted mortality.

In the no smoking/no CAD cohort, Cox statistics showed the presence of plaque
predicted mortality (Table 1). Flow mediated dilation did not predict mortality. Common
(4t and 39), bulb (4th, 3rd and 2rd) and internal (4%%) CIMT measurements predicted total
mortality (when compared to the 1st quartile).

In our prior paper with a shorter follow-up duration, we created age-normalized
CIMT quartiles that predicted outcomes (5). With Cox statistics, only the bulb (4th) age-
normalized CIMT predicted total mortality (when compared to the 1st quartile). For the
Cox analysis of measured common CIMT, the mean age was 63 in the 4th quartile and the
mean age was 48 in the 1st quartile. This age difference and the lack of mortality prediction
by age-normalized CIMT quartiles suggested that analyzing a cohort with widely varying
ages with Cox statistics (based on time in the study) may not appropriate, perhaps a life
table method would be better. So, I created two novel life table models to analyze clinical
data from a cohort with a wide age range and a relatively low outcome probability.

The life table models are shown for the first 17 subjects in Fig. 1 (described more
fully in methods). Data are placed in two different life tables: 1) The life table model
termed “Known” was more conservative and did not include those subjects lost to follow-up
(similar to the cox model): 1) for those alive to the end of the trial, a row with ONES (1)
were entered for the ages known to be alive and 2) for those who died, ONES would be
entered for the ages known to be alive and ZEROES (0) would be entered for the ages
known to be dead with a maximal age of the end of the trial (Fig. 1, top). 2) The life table
model termed “ALL” was a more inclusive and included all subjects including those lost to
follow-up: 1) for those who did not die during the trial, a row with ONES (1) were entered
for the ages known to be alive and 2) for those who died, ONES would be entered for the
ages known to be alive and ZEROES (0) would be entered for the ages known to be dead
with a maximal age of 105 (i.e. beyond the end of the trial, Fig. 1, bottom). The columns
were then averaged to create a mean life table for each group with each model. Statistics
on the Age Difference (AD) between the two groups was calculated as in the methods (see
Fig. 2). AD is an easily understood measure of effect size.

In the no smoking, no CAD group, the Known model (no subjects lost to follow
similar to the Cox model) revealed that age, male sex and prior CVA/TIA predicted
mortality. Common (4th), bulb (4th, 34 and 2r4) and internal (4t*) CIMT measurements
predicted total mortality (when compared to the 1st quartile). Age-normalized common (4th
and 3d), bulb (4t and 3*Y) and internal (4t:, 3vd and 22d) CIMT predicted total mortality.
The Known model was similar to the Cox model for CIMT measurements and predicted
mortality better than the Cox model for age normalized CIMT quartiles.
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Subjects lost to follow-up are usually not included in proportional hazard models
because they are more likely to have had an outcome that is not measured (7). Some
authors (8) suggest that such subjects can be sometimes be included. I think that the life
table model proposed is such a model because the vital status at each age entered is known
for all of the subjects regardless of follow-up status. Data ends in the life table for both
those lost to follow-up and those alive at the end of the trial. Following is the analysis for
the All life table model which included subjects lost to follow up.

In the no smoking, no CAD group, the All model (all subjects) revealed that age,
male sex, BMI, hypertension, prior CVA/TIA and diabetes predicted mortality (hormone use
negatively predicted mortality). Plaque did not predict total mortality. Bulb (4th)
negatively and (3'9) positively predicted total mortality. Age-normalized common (4t and
3rd), bulb (4tr, 34 and 2»d) and internal (4t*, 3¢ and 22d) CIMT predicted total mortality
(when compared to the 1st quartile). The All model predicted mortality better than the Cox
model for age normalized quartiles.

file name = 2024cimtQuartileAnalysis NoSC Category = QC4v1 file name = 2024cimtQuartileAnalysis NoSC Category = QCA41
. COX b1=1.1866 seb1=0.25886 z= 4.6841 p=45504e.06 == COX bi=0.050349 sebl= 0.273 z=0.18443 p= 0.85367
- T T i
et I
Sos L} 1 Sosl
L Bong, z°° &) )
2 ]
Bos L 1I3— Bost
3 | o
5 a7 s
So4fr S04
° o
g o
Zo2 202
0 . . | . . 8 .

5 10 15 2 5
TIME (y) Blue-x= 1 Red-sq= 4 Dead/Total G1 = 21/85 G2 = 45/252

J412, 3eb1=0.13107 2= 30.068 p= 1e-06 n1= 147 n2= 360 Agesiop= 92

Alive ALL (all subjects, death 105)
Alive ALL (all subjects, death 105)

1 | 1
40 50 60 70 80 %
Age (years) 1)Blue-x= 1 2)Red-sq=4 _=n/1000 *=below low n of 8

6 _sebi1= 090356 z=2.1051 p= DOSGYB n1k= 181 n2k 188 Agestopk= 89
e T

iy "‘""“':-‘n: -

o
@
T

.................................................

Alive KNOWN (no lost to FU)
Alive KNOWN (no lost to FU)
)
&,

. i <]
40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Age (years) 1)Blue-x=1 2)Red-sq=4 ..=n/1000 *=below low n of 8

40 50 60 70 80 %0 =100
Age (years) 1)Blue-x=1 2)Red-sq=4 _=n/1000 *=below low n of 8

Figure 3. Left: the analysis of measured Common CIMT 4th (red) vs 15t (blue)
quartiles. Right: the analysis of Age-Normalized Common CIMT 4t (red) vs 1st
(blue) quartiles. The top panels are standard Cox statistics. The center panels are
the life table ALL model and the lower panels are the life table KNOWN model. The
dotted line in all panels shows the number of subjects/1000 at each age. The
asterisks show the lower limit for data with an adequate number of subjects for
statistical testing.
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These results are better shown in the output of the Matlab program (Fig. 3). The
left panel compares the 4th vs 1st quartile for measured common CIMT. Cox statistics (top
panel) reveal significantly higher hazards for the 4th quartile (red), the All model (center
panel) shows no significant difference and the Known model showed a significant AD of 1.9
years. This is likely caused by a higher mean age of 63 in the 4th quartile compared to the
age of 48 in the 15t quartile for measured common CIMT. The right panel of Fig. 3
compares the 4th vs 1st quartile for age-normalized common CIMT. The mean age was 57 in
the 4th quartile compared to the age of 55 in the 15t quartile for age-normalized common
CIMT. Cox statistics (top panel) reveal no significant difference while both the All and
Known life table models showed significantly higher hazards for the 4th quartile (red) with
AD values of 3.9 and 2.7 years.

Results by age were analyzed by splitting the no smoking, no CAD group cohort by
median age at CIMT measurement into two groups: younger < 55 and older > 56 years old
(Table 2). In the Cox model, hypertension was predictive at both ages, BMI at lower ages,
and male sex, prior CVA/TIA and plaque at older ages. Bulb 3rd quartile CIMT
measurements predicted mortality at younger age and bulb and internal 4t quartile at
older age. Age normalized CIMT quartiles only predicted mortality in the bulb 4th quartile
at older age.

Table 2. Age <=55 vs. >=56 in No Smoking or CAD cohort Prediction of Mortality

Group Standard Cox model All Age Difference model Known Age Difference model
Age <=55 Age >=56 Age <=55 Age >=56 Age <=55 Age >=56
mbl p Sig mbl p Sig AgeD p Sig  AgeD p Sig AgeD p Sig AgeD p Sig
Sex (Male) 0.228 0.598 0.594 8E-04 *** -1.11 0.329 1.692 1E-06 *** 0.975 0.767 3.808 1E-06 ***
Height (> 68 in) 0.191 0.649 0.277 0.122 -0.03 0.976 1.111 1E-05 *** -0.32 0.899 2.321 1E-06 ***
BMI (>30) 1.045 0.015 * -0.12 0.631 5.113 3E-05 ***  0.263 0.321 10.57 1E-06 *** 0.49 0.181
Hypertension (yes) 1.127 0.008 ** 0.492 0.006 ** 3.88 1E-04 *** 1585 1E-06 *** 10.21 8E-04 ***  1.016 0.011 *
Hormone use (yes) -1.23 0.247 -0.43 0.148 -6.48 2E-04 ***__.| _2.78 1E-06 ***--- -13.1 0.061 -0.42 0.583
CVA or TIA (yes) 1.184 0.248 1.092 0.032 * 19.7 1E-06 *** 9.327 5E-05 ***
Diabetes (yes) 0.653 0.378 -0.16 0.752 13.3 1E-06 *** 6.24 1E-06 ***
Flow Med Dilation (>10%) = 0.337 0.507 -0.43 0.021 *--- 2.384 0.007 ** -0.64 0.01 *--- 3.619 0.169 -0.99 0.043 *---
Plague (yes) 0317 0.26 0.251 0.034 * 3.225 0.002 ** -0.8 1E-06 ***--  4.402 0.018 * -2.94 1E-06 ***---
Common Quartile 4vs.1 0.959 0.128 0.558 0.067 1.582 0.457 1.18 1E-04 *** 0.16 0.971 2.427 1E-06 ***
3vs.1 0.654 0.226 0.228 0.462 1.445 0.136 1.68 7E-04 *** 3.777 0.006 ** 0.773 0.381
2vs.1 0.042 0.943 0.144 0.646 -2.18 0.387 -1.04 0.043 *--- -6.14 0.351 -0.54 0.446
Bulb Quartile 4vs.1 0.82 0.287 1.155 3E-04 *** 0.106 0.816 0.965 3E-05 *** 2.989 1E-06 ***  7.115 1E-06 ***
3vs.1 1.269 0.035 * 0.496 0.147 1.822 1E-06 *** 0.86 6E-05 *** 6.642 1E-06 ***  5.287 1E-06 ***
2vs.1  0.71 0.272 0.502 0.159 -1.15 0.347 0.273 0.26 1.823 0.266 4.926 1E-06 ***
Internal Quartile  4vs.1  0.06 0.94 0.617 0.044 * -2.24 8E-05 ***-- 0.777 3E-06 *** -4.51 9E-04 ***_- 2,669 1E-06 ***
3vs.1 -0.45 0.518 0.613 0.062 -3.55 0.036 *-—-  2.626 1E-06 *** -9.71 0.077 216 0.04 *
2vs.1 -0.59 0.465 0.831 0.016 * -2.81 0.001 **-—- | 4.026 1E-06 *** -7.11 7E-04 ***-- 3.859 1E-06 ***
Common Age-Norm 4vs.1 0.251 0.723 0.033 0.913 2.536 2E-04 ***  3.864 1E-06 *** -1.18 0.588 2.629 1E-06 ***
Quartile 3vs.1 0383 0.57 -0.2 0.507 2.64 2E-05 ***  3.176 1E-06 *** 2.827 S5E-04 ***  1.819 0.006 **
2vs.1  -0.3 0.697 -0.05 0.874 4.946 0.274 1.326 1E-05 *** -1.48 0.624 1.605 0.003 **
Bulb Age-Norm 4vs.1 0.923 0.29 0.572 0.041 * 3.59 0.001 ** 2.718 1E-06 *** 3.383 0.367 4.198 1E-06 ***
Quartile 3vs.1  0.98 0.216 0.275 0.285 3.696 6E-06 ***  1.327 1E-06 *** 8.487 5E-04 *** 2779 1E-06 ***
2vs.1 0.913 0.249 0.084 0.746 3.703 0.003 ** 1.389 1E-06 *** 5.859 0.083 1.059 0.112
Internal Age-Norm 4vs.1 0.879 0.447 0.486 0.181 11.9 0.079 4.498 1E-06 *** 19.87 1E-06 *** 5.28 0.002 **
Quartile 3vs.1 0.019 0.987 -0.12 0.748 3.464 1E-06 ***  3.114 1E-06 *** -2.05 1E-06 ***  5.592 1E-06 ***
2vs.1  0.96 0.371 0.252 0.396 4542 1E-06 *** | 5.174 1E-06 *** 7.254 1E-06 *** 4.53 1E-06 ***

Table 2: Data for subjects sorted by age younger < 55 and older > 56 at CIMT
measurement (all in the no smoking or no CAD cohort. mb1 is the mean hazard
ratio for the Cox model, AgeD (AD) is the effect size in years of the life table models.
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p is the p value, Sig refers to significance (*** is <0.001, ** 1s < 0.01, * is <0.05 and --
- indicates a lower risk).

In the All model, hypertension was predictive at both ages, BMI, prior CVA/TIA,
diabetes, plaque and Flow mediated dilation at lower ages, and male sex at older ages.
Hormone use at both ages negatively predicted mortality. Age normalized common, bulb
and internal CIMT quartiles mortality at both younger (4t and 34 quartiles) and older age
(4th, 3rd and 2nd quartiles). CIMT measurements were less predictive. The Known model
had similar results.

DISCUSSION
UTILITY OF CIMT TO PREDICT TOTAL MORTALITY

This study shows the benefit of ultrasound screening for carotid atherosclerosis.
Magnussen et al (9) report from an analysis of 1.5m people a population attributable risk of
21% for total mortality given 5 modifiable atherosclerotic risk factors of SBP, BMI, non
HDL cholesterol (a proxy for LDL cholesterol), smoking and diabetes. With a smaller
cohort, this study found that imaged atherosclerosis assessed as age normalized quartiles
predicted total mortality. Total mortality is less biased than softer endpoints of MI or
cardiovascular death. These data suggest a benefit of atherosclerosis screening with CIMT,
especially for younger people who have yet to calcify their coronary arteries (women under
age 66 and men under age 52 (2)). This study showed benefit of age normalized CIMT
quartiles in younger and older subjects (< 55 vs. > 56 years).

Interestingly, when corrected for age, CIMT measurements were less predictive and
the presence of plaque was not predictive for total mortality. This shows the importance of
considering age (age normalized CIMT quartiles) when predicting outcomes of a chronic
condition like atherosclerosis.

Age-normalized thickness was predictive of mortality in the Common, Bulb and
Internal Carotids (Tables 1 and 2), both at younger and older ages. This differs from our
prior analysis (5), in which age-normalized thickness in the Bulb was the most predictive of
MI, stroke and revascularization.

CIMT imaging has some disadvantages (3). There is operator variability. It is
typically more expensive than CT coronary calcium scoring. CIMT imaging has the
disadvantage of looking at the carotids and not the coronaries. Transthoracic ultrasound
has yet to have the imaging capacity to image coronaries.

The clinical trial has some limitations. Entry was based on clinicians ordering the
CIMT study, so the population could be biased. The trial was retrospective. Lipid studies
results were not recorded and there is no data on what lipid or BP treatment was given.
The number of subjects studied was not large. Finally, there was no funding. Nevertheless,
this analysis finds that age normalized CIMT quartiles predicted total mortality.
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We did not exclude those subjects with a prior CVA or TIA because most CVAs and
TIAs are not related to atherosclerosis. Specifically, ~40% of CVAs and TIAs are caused by
hypertension and ~40% are caused by atrial fibrillation while only ~10% of CVAs and TIAs
are caused by carotid atherosclerosis. This is borne out by the finding of analysis of 0.9m
people that SBP and age predict CVA (10), but the atherosclerotic risk factors of total
cholesterol and HDL cholesterol did not predict CVA (1).

THE NOVEL LIFE TABLE MODEL

Cox proportional hazard models (6, 7) are excellent statistical tools for most clinical
trials. If the hazards are high as with aggressive cancers or heart failure, then age is less
important since the disease rather than age is driving the outcome. Also, if cohorts of
similar aged subjects are studied (as in some prospective epidemiological studies), then Cox
proportional hazard models can be appropriate.

In the case where starting age is more variable, where subjects enter at varying ages
and the hazards from the studied disease are complicated by other age-related diseases,
then age should be considered when performing statistics, especially when a trial is
prolonged into ages with higher mortality (such as the 8t and 9t decade in Fig. 2). For
these cases, this paper proposed two life table models. The Known life table model did not
include those subjects lost to follow-up (similar to traditional Cox model). This model will
lose statistical power given the elimination of those lost to follow-up.

The ALL life table model included all of the subjects including those lost to follow-
up. Including those lost to follow-up could contaminate some statistical models because
those lost to follow-up are more likely to have had an outcome that is not measured (7).
Some authors (8) suggest that subjects lost to follow-up can be sometimes be included. The
proposed All life table model is likely to be such a model because it includes known vital
status at each age for each subject. In the All model, data ends in the life table for both
those lost to follow-up and those alive at the end of the trial. As such, the All model is less
contaminated by outcomes occurring either after the trial has ended or when a subject is
lost to follow-up since there are no entries for either in the life table. If both the ALL and
Known model show similar results, then there will be more confidence in the result.
Interestingly, the both the All and Known life table models both tended to find more
statistical difference than the Cox model when the cohort had a wide age difference as in
this study.

Importantly, the life table model reports not only significance, but a clearly
understandable measure of effect size: age difference (AD) can be easily understood by
those not fully trained as statisticians.
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