

[image: image1]
Moderate Aortic Stenosis and Reduced Left Ventricular Ejection Fraction: Current Evidence and Challenges Ahead









	
	MINI REVIEW
published: 17 August 2018
doi: 10.3389/fcvm.2018.00111





[image: image2]

Moderate Aortic Stenosis and Reduced Left Ventricular Ejection Fraction: Current Evidence and Challenges Ahead


Ernest Spitzer1,2*, Ben Ren1,2, Herbert Kroon1, Lennart van Gils1, Olivier Manintveld1, Joost Daemen1, Felix Zijlstra1, Peter P. de Jaegere1, Marcel L. Geleijnse1 and Nicolas M. Van Mieghem1


1Department of Cardiology, Thoraxcenter, Erasmus University Medical Center, Rotterdam, Netherlands

2Cardialysis, Clinical Trial Management and Core Laboratories, Rotterdam, Netherlands

Edited by:
Ole De Backer, Rigshospitalet, Denmark

Reviewed by:
Chiara Fraccaro, Azienda Ospedaliera di Padova, Italy
 Luigi Biasco, Cardiocentro Ticino, Switzerland

* Correspondence: Ernest Spitzer, ernest.spitzer@gmail.com

Specialty section: This article was submitted to Structural Interventional Cardiology, a section of the journal Frontiers in Cardiovascular Medicine

Received: 08 May 2018
 Accepted: 30 July 2018
 Published: 17 August 2018

Citation: Spitzer E, Ren B, Kroon H, van Gils L, Manintveld O, Daemen J, Zijlstra F, de Jaegere PP, Geleijnse ML and Van Mieghem NM (2018) Moderate Aortic Stenosis and Reduced Left Ventricular Ejection Fraction: Current Evidence and Challenges Ahead. Front. Cardiovasc. Med. 5:111. doi: 10.3389/fcvm.2018.00111



Moderate aortic stenosis (AS) and reduced left ventricular ejection fraction (LVEF) constitute a clinical entity that has been proposed as a therapeutic target for transcatheter aortic valve replacement (TAVR). It is defined by a mean trans-aortic gradient between 20 and 40 mmHg and an aortic valve area between 1.0 and 1.5 cm2 in patients with LVEF < 50%. Retrospective data suggests a prevalence of 0.8% among patients referred for echocardiographic assessment. These patients are younger and show a higher frequency of previous myocardial infarction than those with severe AS randomized to TAVR in recent trials. In two retrospective studies including patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF, a one-year mortality rate of 9 and 32% was reported, the latter in patients treated with medical therapy only during follow-up. Echocardiographic diagnosis of moderate AS poses challenges as current guidelines are directed to determine severe AS, and different presentations of moderate and mild AS have been generally neglected. Thus, the nomenclature would need to be revised and a description of possible scenarios is provided in this review. Dobutamine stress echocardiography and computed tomography are promising complementary tools. Likewise, a standardized clinical pathway is needed, in which a high level of suspicion and a low threshold for referral to a heart valve center is warranted. The Transcatheter Aortic Valve Replacement to UNload the Left ventricle in patients with Advanced heart failure (TAVR UNLOAD) trial (NCT02661451) is exploring whether TAVR would improve outcomes in patients receiving optimal heart failure therapy.
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INTRODUCTION

Severe aortic stenosis (AS) is the most common indication for valvular interventions in adults. It affects 3% of patients after 75 years of age (1). Earlier stages of the disease have been typically disregarded as targets for aortic valve replacement (AVR) given an unfavorable risk-benefit balance. Specifically, due to the relatively high rates of peri-procedural death or stroke with AVR, and the lack of evidence of a significant increased risk of events in patients with mild to moderate AS treated medically (2). Better characterization of high risk populations among patients with moderate AS together with advancements of transcatheter aortic valve replacement would identify a niche population potentially benefiting from an earlier intervention (3–5).

In patients with moderate AS and concomitant reduced left ventricular ejection fraction (LVEF < 50%), death or heart failure hospitalization was observed in half of them at 4 years of follow-up (5). It is noteworthy that pathophysiologically LVEF reduction in this population is generally not attributed to AS, but rather to myocardial damage due to ischemic conditions or non-ischemic non-valvular cardiomyopathies. In this setting moderate AS may contribute significantly to the overall ventricular afterload, and contribute to systolic and diastolic dysfunctions and ultimately to a progressive symptomatic status (6, 7). In patients with severe AS and conservative treatment, reduced LVEF has been associated with increased rates of death and heart failure hospitalizations [hazard ratio (HR), 95% confidence interval (CI): 1.82 [1.44–2.28], p < 0.001, when compared with LVEF > 70% by the Teichholz or Simpson method] (8). In patients undergoing AVR, reduced EF has also emerged as an independent predictor of mortality at 5 years of follow-up, with an increase of 12% mortality [HR (95% CI) = 0.88 (0.83–0.94), p < 0.001] for every 10% decrease in LVEF (9). Among patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF, male sex, New York Heart Association (NYHA) functional class III and IV, and the peak aortic jet velocity obtained with Doppler ultrasound emerged as independent predictors of worse outcome (5). Advanced heart failure symptoms (NYHA III or IV = 58%, NYHA II = 31%, and NYHA I = 23%, at 2 years) as well as being admitted at the time of diagnosis (60 vs. 34% at 2 years, p < 0.001), are associated with increased rate of death, AVR or heart failure hospitalizations (5).

This review summarizes the frequency of concomitant reduced LVEF and moderate AS, its natural history, differential patient characteristics when compared with patients with severe AS, diagnostic challenges, and further discusses the rationale of the ongoing Transcatheter Aortic Valve Replacement to UNload the Left ventricle in patients with ADvanced heart failure (TAVR UNLOAD) trial (NCT02661451) (10).

Epidemiology and Natural History

Reduced LVEF is an established predictor of adverse events including heart failure hospitalizations and death, and its severity determines the treatment alternatives for a patient (11). One to Two Percent of adults live with the diagnosis of heart failure, with a lifetime probability of 1:3 to receive this diagnosis after the age of 55 years (11) Reduced LVEF accompanies this clinical syndrome in approximately 50% of cases. Ambulatory patients with symptomatic reduced LVEF have a one year risk of death of 7% and hospitalizations of 32%; whereas the rates increase to 17 and 44% after one hospitalization (11). Less is known for moderate aortic stenosis, since it is not a target of medical therapy, as several attempts to decelerate the progression of disease have failed (12–14). Moreover, surgical aortic valve replacement (SAVR) is considered only when moderate AS is diagnosed as a bystander in a patient undergoing an open heart surgery for other conditions (15). Consequently, in routine clinical practice, this condition is not prospectively ascertained and streamlined for treatment, leading to difficulties in determining its frequency.

An analysis of the Duke echocardiographic database (N = 132,804) showed that 1.2% of patients would qualify for the diagnosis of moderate or severe AS and reduced LVEF, from which 0.8% had moderate and 0.4% had severe AS (16). In an effort of extrapolation, for a center performing 5,000 echocardiograms per year, this would represent the diagnosis of moderate AS and reduced LVEF in 40 patients per year. More importantly, one third of patients with moderate AS included in the aforementioned analysis did not survive more than one year on medical treatment only (16). More optimistic results were observed in a multi-center retrospective analysis, which showed a one-year mortality rate of 9% in patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF, partially explained by a 13% rate of AVR at one-year (5). Both studies ought to be contrasted with the 1.4% rate of one-year mortality observed in the Simvastatin and Ezetimibe in Aortic Stenosis (SEAS) trial, which randomized 1,873 patients with mild-to-moderate AS to an intensive cholesterol lowering strategy (13). Contrary to the previous higher risk cohorts, the SEAS trial included asymptomatic patients with no atherosclerotic conditions, diabetes mellitus, or indication of lipid-lowering therapy. Virtually all patients had LVEF above 50 and 30% had an aortic valve area (AVA) above 1.5 cm2, consistent with mild AS. This comparison highlights the impact of LVEF and AS severity on clinical outcomes.

The rate of progression of AS has been systemically assessed in the SEAS and other randomized trials investigating the impact of lipid-lowering therapies on the natural history of the disease (12–14). Despite a significant reduction of low-density lipoprotein cholesterol, the disease progression remained comparable among study groups. A meta-analysis of statin trials reported an annual increase in mean trans-aortic gradient of 2.8 ± 3.0 mmHg, and a decrease in aortic valve area of 0.04 ± 0.27 cm2 (17). Uncertainty remains on individual factors that may accelerate the progression of the disease (e.g., smoking, serum creatinine), and individual variation has been described with mean rates of progression as high as an annual increase of 7 mmHg in mean gradient and decrease of 0.1 cm2 in AVA (18).

Supportive evidence of the detrimental role of increased trans-aortic gradients stems from research on prosthesis-patient mismatch (PPM) after SAVR. PPM is present when the AVA of the inserted valve is too small in relation to the body size of the patient, which generates higher than expected trans-aortic gradients (6). In a cohort of 2,576 patients who underwent SAVR, severe PPM defined as an indexed AVA (AVAi) ≤ 0.65 cm2/m2, was associated with increased late overall and cardiovascular mortality, after adjustment for other known risk factors (6). Importantly, moderate PPM (AVAi > 0.65 but ≤ 0.85 cm2/m2) was also associated with increased mortality {HR [95% CI] = 1.21 [1.03–1.41], p = 0.01} in patients with reduced LVEF (<50%) only (6). Pathophysiologically, this suggests that patients with impaired systolic function suffer from persistent higher-than-normal afterload. Furthermore, recent evidence suggests that in patients with AS, the decline in LVEF starts before AS is severe and accelerates after AVA reaches 1.2 cm2 (19). LVEF < 60% in the presence of moderate AS has been suggested as a predictor of further LVEF deterioration (19).

Hypertension is highly prevalent in patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF (5). Although not a direct component of the disease, it determines the arterial component of the afterload. The sum of the valvular and arterial components of the afterload represents the valvulo-arterial impedance, (20) which is a strong predictor of mortality in patients in different stages of AS, ranging from moderate to severe asymptomatic patients up to post-TAVR patients (21–23). In elderly patients who typically have a reduced arterial compliance, means to reduce the arterial component of the overall LV afterload with medical therapy i.e., anti-hypertensive drugs, are limited. In this clinical setting AVR for even moderate AS may eventually be the only option to further reduce the valvulo-arterial impedance and improve outcome (10).

Aortic Valve Replacement

Current clinical practice guidelines recommend SAVR in patients with moderate AS undergoing CABG or surgery of the ascending aorta or of another valve (class of recommendation IIa and a level of evidence C) (15, 24) Moreover, Patients undergoing CABG before 70 years of age with a peak gradient above 30 mmHg and a documented yearly progression of 5 mmHg, may benefit from SAVR (2). These represent the only two mentions of moderate aortic stenosis in the ESC/EACTS guidelines for management of valvular heart disease, and are largely supported by retrospective data (15). Such interventions are referred to as “prophylactic SAVR,” aiming to avoid a second open-heart procedure. A post-CABG SAVR procedure is exposed to the risk of damaging patent grafts including the internal mammary arteries; is technically challenging due to calcified aortic arches and scarring of the mediastinum; and procedural mortality has been reported in up to 16% of patients (25, 26) In patients with prior CABG that require AVR, TAVR is progressively replacing SAVR (26). In a propensity-matched analysis including 3,880 record in each group, TAVR and SAVR showed similar in-hospital mortality (2.3 vs. 2.4%, p = 0.71) but TAVR was associated with lower incidence of procedural complications including myocardial infarction (1.5% vs. 3.4%, p < 0.001), stroke (1.4 vs. 2.7%, p < 0.001), bleeding (10.6 vs. 24.6%, p < 0.001), and acute kidney injury (16.2 vs. 19.3%, p < 0.001). Consequently, the rationale of exposing the patient to a prophylactic SAVR in order to avoid a second open-heart surgery is currently challenged (26).

The concept of “therapeutic” TAVR in patients with moderate AS is evolving (10). In a retrospective analysis of 1,090 patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF, SAVR within 90 days vs. no intervention, was associated with a 41% reduction of all-cause mortality after a median follow-up time of 1.2 years (16). Moreover, this benefit remained in a sub-group of patients with reduced LVEF without coronary artery disease (16).

Patient Characteristics

Patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF are younger and show a higher frequency of prior acute myocardial infarction than patients with severe AS typically included in randomized trials (see Table 1) (3, 5, 16, 29, 32). Importantly, prospective randomized trials comparing TAVR vs. SAVR in bicuspid aortic valve disease may provide guidance on the preferred approach for such sub-group, which has been largely excluded from TAVR studies. Post-TAVR incidence of moderate to severe paravalvular leak and new pacemaker implantation has been more frequently observed in patients with bicuspid anatomy (33). Furthermore, it remains unclear whether there is a preferred device, being a balloon-expandable, self-expandable, or mechanically-expanded transcatheter heart valve, when treating patients in potential need for a re-do procedure due to an expected longer life expectancy (34, 35).


Table 1. Clinical characteristics in patients with moderate or severe aortic stenosis.
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Challenges

Three main challenges exist for promoting “therapeutic” TAVR in patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF: (1) better understanding of the echocardiographic diagnosis of moderate AS, (2) defining a clinical pathway to identify patients, and (3) evidence from randomized trials supporting TAVR in this population.

Echocardiographic Diagnosis of Moderate Aortic Stenosis

Moderate AS is characterized by a mean trans-aortic gradient between 20 and 40 mmHg and an AVA between 1.0 and 1.5 cm2. Other findings include a peak velocity of the trans-aortic flow between 3.0 and 4.0 m/s, a velocity ratio between 0.25 and 0.50, and an indexed AVA by body surface area between 0.60 and 0.85 cm2/m2 (36). When findings are concordant (e.g., mean gradient between 20 and 40 mmHg and AVA between 1.0 and 1.5 cm2), the diagnosis is clear-cut. However, discordant findings are frequently observed (e.g., AVA < 1.0 cm2 and mean gradient between 20 and 40 mmHg; or, AVA between 1.0 and 1.5 cm2 and mean gradient < 20 mmHg), especially in the context of reduced LVEF.

In Figure 1 we summarize the different scenarios that could be observed when evaluating a patient with AS. Our understanding of severe AS has increased significantly in the last two decades, and the most recent classification of patients includes sub-groups based on gradient (low-gradient: mean gradient < 40), ejection fraction (abnormal <50%) and flow status (low flow < 35 ml/m2) (36). All flow-gradient patterns, stratified by LVEF, have been reported in patients with severe AS (36–38). When findings for severe AS are discordant in patients with reduced LVEF (AVA < 1 cm2 and mean gradient < 40 mmHg) patients are assessed with a low-dose dobutamine stress echocardiogram (DSE) to differentiate among “true severe” AS vs. “pseudo-severe” AS (e.g., moderate AS) (36). Likewise, the difference between mild AS and moderate AS would need to be established through a DSE if therapeutically relevant. For descriptive purposes, Figure 1 creates AS groups based on the following parameters: (1) AS severity is concordant if the AVA and the mean gradient match the same category (i.e., mild, moderate or severe), and if not, AS severity is defined as discordant; (2) In this description, the gradient is not defined as “high” or “low” gradient, but rather in relationship with the category it applies (i.e., mild, moderate, or severe); (3) sub-groups can be further classed based on LVEF (above or below 50%) and flow status (above or below 35 ml/m2). With this description, “pseudo-severe AS” would be referred to as “discordant moderate-gradient moderate AS.” It is “discordant” because initially the AVA would be compatible with severe AS (<1 cm2) but the gradient with moderate AS (<40 mmHg). All initially discordant cases need further evaluation in order to be properly classified, especially with concomitant reduced LVEF: (1) make sure that there are no technical pitfalls in the measurement of the mean gradient (e.g., misalignment of the Doppler signal with the direction of the flow, inadvertent recording of mitral regurgitation) or the AVA (e.g., underestimation of the left ventricular outflow tract diameter); (2) if LVEF is the factor that could potentially influence the gradient and aortic valve opening, a low-dose DSE is indicated, starting at 2.5 or 5 μg/kg/min with a progressive increase in the infusion every 3–5 min to a maximum dose of 10–20 μg/kg/min; (36) (3) in the absence of contractile or flow-reserve, the computed tomography aortic valve calcium score helps to determine the likelihood of having severe AS (e.g., likely if ≥ 2000 in men, and if ≥ 1200 in women) (36). Currently, there is insufficient data to differentiate mild from moderate AS based on calcium score; (4) increased gradient due to high trans-valvular flow should be considered as an option in patients with discordant findings. When causes are reversible (e.g., fever or anemia), patients should be reassessed after correcting the causes. When causes are irreversible (e.g., significant aortic regurgitation), patients should be categorized according to the gradient severity and treatment should be offered accordingly.
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FIGURE 1. Possible scenarios observed in patients with aortic stenosis including sub-groups according to ejection fraction and flow patterns. Concordant findings between aortic valve area and transvalvular gradient do not pose diagnostic challenges. However, discordant findings require additional tests to define the appropriate category (e.g., dobutamine stress echo, CT-derived aortic valve calcium score, 3D-echo or CT-derived left ventricular outflow tract area). Interpretation of findings are better stablished for categories 2 and 3 (true severe vs. pseudosevere aortic stenosis); however, knowledge is evolving for categories 6 and 7. Patient with high transvalvular flow should be classified after determining if the mechanism of high flow is reversible (e.g., fever, anemia) or irreversible (e.g., concomitant aortic regurgitation). Categories 8 and 11 correspond to reversible causes, and 5 and 10 to irreversible causes. Patients with aortic stenosis can be further categorized based on ejection fraction and flow status. AVA = aortic valve area; MG = mean gradient.



These concepts open a new era in the diagnosis of aortic stenosis, and registry data as well as retrospective analysis may help us clarify the need for an updated nomenclature, which would require a joint effort of cardiology societies.

Clinical Pathway for Moderate Aortic Stenosis and Reduced LVEF

Offering TAVR to patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF would be a change of a clinical paradigm. Due to the currently non-existing treatment alternatives apart from established heart failure therapies, these patients do not fall into any specific clinical pathway. If these patients were to be offered TAVR, imaging will play a pivotal role. Patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF may be referred within the same institution or through other referral institutions due to symptoms, physical exam (e.g., systolic murmur), or screening echocardiogram. Severity of AS in the context of reduced LVEF may need to be confirmed with a DSE (if initial findings are discordant). Moreover, once the diagnosis is confirmed technical plausibility of TAVR needs to be assessed by means of a pre-TAVR multi-slice computed tomography. Current evidence supports the use of transfemoral over non-transfemoral access for TAVR, given a lower rate of procedural complications (e.g., acute kidney injury, need for renal replacement therapy) and lower 1 year mortality (39, 40). Thus, a transfemoral approach should be considered as first option for this high risk population, commonly avoiding the need of general anesthesia. Most patients would have coronary artery disease, and a coronary angiogram would need to be included in the clinical work-up.

It is essential to refer potential candidates to experienced heart valve centers (15). A high grade of suspicion and low threshold for referral would be required from non-interventional cardiologists and other specialties. Moreover, a systematic echocardiographic assessment of the AVA in all patients with at least mild AS gradient, would potentially help to identify patients with “discordant mild-gradient moderate AS,” which would otherwise have been missed. Nevertheless, current evidence recommends watchful waiting and periodic echocardiographic follow-up in patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF. This approach may significantly change if results of ongoing trials prove to be clinically meaningful.

TAVR UNLOAD Trial

The single most important requirement to promote TAVR as a therapeutic option in patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF is to create confirmatory prospective evidence that this intervention is clinically meaningful (5, 6, 16). The Transcatheter Aortic Valve Replacement to UNload the Left ventricle in patients with Advanced heart failure (TAVR UNLOAD) trial (NCT02661451) is an international, multicenter, randomized, open-label, clinical trial comparing TAVR with the Edwards SAPIEN 3 Transcatheter Heart Valve in addition to optimal heart failure therapy (OHFT) vs. OHFT alone in patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF (10). This trial is currently enrolling patients in The Netherlands, Canada, and the United States of America. Screening of patients includes echocardiographic eligibility assessment by an independent Core Laboratory, which centrally confirms the presence of moderate AS and reduced LVEF. Assessment may include a DSE. Importantly, written confirmation of OHFT is provided by a local heart failure specialist. Clinical, imaging, and procedural eligibility are confirmed by a Central Screening Committee before randomization. The primary endpoint, defined as the hierarchical occurrence of all-cause death, disabling stroke, hospitalizations related to HF, symptomatic aortic valve disease or non-disabling stroke, and the change in the Kansas City Cardiomyopathy Questionnaire, will be analyzed at 1 year. Changes in heart failure pharmacologic and device therapies will be monitored. Moreover, echocardiographic endpoints will be assessed up to 2 years. Findings may have a significant impact on the way we diagnose, refer and manage patients with AS.

CONCLUSION

Patients with moderate AS and reduced LVEF are exposed to a significant risk of clinical events including death. Indirect evidence suggests that aortic valve replacement may offer a clinically meaningful benefit. Incorporating this entity as a therapeutic target requires re-assessment of how we diagnose AS and improved strategies of referral. The TAVR UNLOAD trial is investigating whether TAVR could improve clinical outcomes including quality of life in this high risk population.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

ES and NVM conceived the manuscript. ES wrote the first draft in collaboration with BR, MG, and NVM. All co-authors critically reviewed and approved the final manuscript.

REFERENCES

 1. Osnabrugge RL, Mylotte D, Head SJ, Van Mieghem NM, Nkomo VT, Lereun CM, et al. Aortic stenosis in the elderly: disease prevalence and number of candidates for transcatheter aortic valve replacement: a meta-analysis and modeling study. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2013) 62:1002–12. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2013.05.015

 2. Smith WT, Ferguson TB Jr, Ryan T, Landolfo CK, Peterson ED. Should coronary artery bypass graft surgery patients with mild or moderate aortic stenosis undergo concomitant aortic valve replacement? A decision analysis approach to the surgical dilemma. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2004) 44:1241–7. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2004.06.031

 3. Leon MB, Smith CR, Mack MJ, Makkar RR, Svensson LG, Kodali SK, et al. Transcatheter or surgical aortic-valve replacement in intermediate-risk patients. N Engl J Med. (2016) 374:1609–20. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1514616

 4. Thourani VH, Kodali S, Makkar RR, Herrmann HC, Williams M, Babaliaros V, et al. Transcatheter aortic valve replacement versus surgical valve replacement in intermediate-risk patients: a propensity score analysis. Lancet (2016) 387:2218–25. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(16)30073-3

 5. van Gils L, Clavel MA, Vollema EM, Hahn RT, Spitzer E, Delgado V, et al. Prognostic implications of moderate aortic stenosis in patients with left ventricular systolic dysfunction. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2017) 69:2383–92. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2017.03.023

 6. Mohty D, Dumesnil JG, Echahidi N, Mathieu P, Dagenais F, Voisine P, et al. Impact of prosthesis-patient mismatch on long-term survival after aortic valve replacement: influence of age, obesity, and left ventricular dysfunction. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2009) 53:39–47. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2008.09.022

 7. Rieck AE, Gerdts E, Lonnebakken MT, Bahlmann E, Cioffi G, Gohlke-Barwolf C, et al. Global left ventricular load in asymptomatic aortic stenosis: covariates and prognostic implication (the SEAS trial). Cardiovasc Ultrasound (2012) 10:43. doi: 10.1186/1476-7120-10-43

 8. Taniguchi T, Morimoto T, Shiomi H, Ando K, Kanamori N, Murata K, et al. Prognostic impact of left ventricular ejection fraction in patients with severe aortic stenosis. JACC Cardiovasc. Interv. (2018) 11:145–57. doi: 10.1016/j.jcin.2017.08.036

 9. Dahl JS, Eleid MF, Michelena HI, Scott CG, Suri RM, Schaff HV, et al. Effect of left ventricular ejection fraction on postoperative outcome in patients with severe aortic stenosis undergoing aortic valve replacement. Circ Cardiovasc Imaging (2015) 8:e002917. doi: 10.1161/CIRCIMAGING.114.002917

 10. Spitzer E, Van Mieghem NM, Pibarot P, Hahn RT, Kodali S, Maurer MS, et al. Rationale and design of the transcatheter aortic valve replacement to unload the left ventricle in patients with advanced heart failure (TAVR UNLOAD) trial. Am Heart J. (2016) 182:80–8. doi: 10.1016/j.ahj.2016.08.009

 11. Ponikowski P, Voors AA, Anker SD, Bueno H, Cleland JGF, Coats AJS, et al. 2016 ESC Guidelines for the diagnosis and treatment of acute and chronic heart failure: the TASK FORCE for the diagnosis and treatment of acute and chronic heart failure of the European Society of Cardiology (ESC) Developed with the special contribution of the Heart Failure Association (HFA) of the ESC. Eur Heart J. (2016) 37:2129–200. doi: 10.1093/eurheartj/ehw128

 12. Cowell SJ, Newby DE, Prescott RJ, Bloomfield P, Reid J, Northridge DB, et al. A randomized trial of intensive lipid-lowering therapy in calcific aortic stenosis. N Engl J Med. (2005) 352:2389–97. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa043876

 13. Rossebo AB, Pedersen TR, Boman K, Brudi P, Chambers JB, Egstrup K, et al. Intensive lipid lowering with simvastatin and ezetimibe in aortic stenosis. N Engl J Med. (2008) 359:1343–56. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa0804602

 14. Chan KL, Teo K, Dumesnil JG, Ni A, Tam J, Investigators A. Effect of Lipid lowering with rosuvastatin on progression of aortic stenosis: results of the aortic stenosis progression observation: measuring effects of rosuvastatin (ASTRONOMER) trial. Circulation (2010) 121:306–14. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.109.900027

 15. Baumgartner H, Falk V, Bax JJ, De Bonis M, Hamm C, Holm PJ, et al. 2017 ESC/EACTS Guidelines for the management of valvular heart disease. Eur Heart J. (2017a) 38:2739–91. doi: 10.1093/eurheartj/ehx391

 16. Samad Z, Vora AN, Dunning A, Schulte PJ, Shaw LK, Al-Enezi F, et al. Aortic valve surgery and survival in patients with moderate or severe aortic stenosis and left ventricular dysfunction. Eur Heart J. (2016) 37:2276–86. doi: 10.1093/eurheartj/ehv701

 17. Teo KK, Corsi DJ, Tam JW, Dumesnil JG, Chan KL. Lipid lowering on progression of mild to moderate aortic stenosis: meta-analysis of the randomized placebo-controlled clinical trials on 2344 patients. Can J Cardiol. (2011) 27:800–8. doi: 10.1016/j.cjca.2011.03.012

 18. Palta S, Pai AM, Gill KS, Pai RG. New insights into the progression of aortic stenosis: implications for secondary prevention. Circulation (2000) 101:2497–502. doi: 10.1161/01.CIR.101.21.2497

 19. Ito S, Miranda WR, Nkomo VT, Connolly HM, Pislaru SV, Greason KL, et al. Reduced left ventricular ejection fraction in patients with aortic stenosis. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2018) 71:1313–21. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2018.01.045

 20. Briand M, Dumesnil JG, Kadem L, Tongue AG, Rieu R, Garcia D, et al. Reduced systemic arterial compliance impacts significantly on left ventricular afterload and function in aortic stenosis: implications for diagnosis and treatment. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2005) 46:291–8. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2004.10.081

 21. Hachicha Z, Dumesnil JG, Bogaty P, Pibarot P. Paradoxical low-flow, low-gradient severe aortic stenosis despite preserved ejection fraction is associated with higher afterload and reduced survival. Circulation (2007) 115:2856–64. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.106.668681

 22. Lancellotti P, Donal E, Magne J, Moonen M, O'connor K, Daubert JC, et al. Risk stratification in asymptomatic moderate to severe aortic stenosis: the importance of the valvular, arterial and ventricular interplay. Heart (2010) 96:1364–71. doi: 10.1136/hrt.2009.190942

 23. Kobayashi Y, Kim JB, Moneghetti KJ, Kobayashi Y, Zhang R, Brenner DA, et al. Dynamic changes in aortic impedance after transcatheter aortic valve replacement and its impact on exploratory outcome. Int J Cardiovasc Imaging (2017) 33:1693–701. doi: 10.1007/s10554-017-1155-6

 24. Nishimura RA, Otto CM, Bonow RO, Carabello BA, Erwin JP 3rd, Guyton RA, et al. 2014 AHA/ACC guideline for the management of patients with valvular heart disease: a report of the American College of Cardiology/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines. Circulation (2014) 129:e521–643. doi: 10.1161/CIR.0000000000000029

 25. Verhoye JP, Merlicco F, Sami IM, Cappabianca G, Lecouls H, Corbineau H, et al. Aortic valve replacement for aortic stenosis after previous coronary artery bypass grafting: could early reoperation be prevented? J Heart Valve Dis. (2006) 15:474–8.

 26. Gupta T, Khera S, Kolte D, Goel K, Kalra A, Villablanca PA, et al. Transcatheter versus surgical aortic valve replacement in patients with prior coronary artery bypass grafting: trends in utilization and propensity-matched analysis of in-hospital outcomes. Circ Cardiovasc Interv. (2018) 11:e006179. doi: 10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.117.006179

 27. Leon MB, Smith CR, Mack M, Miller DC, Moses JW, Svensson LG, et al. Transcatheter aortic-valve implantation for aortic stenosis in patients who cannot undergo surgery. N Engl J Med. (2010) 363:1597–607. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1008232

 28. Popma JJ, Adams DH, Reardon MJ, Yakubov SJ, Kleiman NS, Heimansohn D, et al. Transcatheter aortic valve replacement using a self-expanding bioprosthesis in patients with severe aortic stenosis at extreme risk for surgery. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2014) 63:1972–81. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2014.02.556

 29. Smith CR, Leon MB, Mack MJ, Miller DC, Moses JW, Svensson LG, et al. Transcatheter versus surgical aortic-valve replacement in high-risk patients. N Engl J Med. (2011) 364:2187–98. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1103510

 30. Adams DH, Popma JJ, Reardon MJ, Yakubov SJ, Coselli JS, Deeb GM, et al. Transcatheter aortic-valve replacement with a self-expanding prosthesis. N Engl J Med. (2014) 370:1790–8. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1400590

 31. Reardon MJ, Van Mieghem NM, Popma JJ, Kleiman NS, Sondergaard L, Mumtaz M, et al. Surgical or transcatheter aortic-valve replacement in intermediate-risk patients. N Engl J Med. (2017) 376:1321–31. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1700456

 32. Thyregod HG, Steinbruchel DA, Ihlemann N, Nissen H, Kjeldsen BJ, Petursson P, et al. Transcatheter versus surgical aortic valve replacement in patients with severe aortic valve stenosis: 1-year results from the all-comers notion randomized clinical trial. J Am Coll Cardiol. (2015) 65:2184–94. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2015.03.014

 33. Reddy G, Wang Z, Nishimura RA, Greason KL, Yoon SH, Makkar RR, et al. Transcatheter aortic valve replacement for stenotic bicuspid aortic valves: systematic review and meta analyses of observational studies. Catheter Cardiovasc Interv. (2018) 91:975–83. doi: 10.1002/ccd.27340

 34. De Backer O, Søndergaard L. Challenges when expanding transcatheter aortic valve implantation to younger patients. Front Cardiovasc Med. (2018) 5:45. doi: 10.3389/fcvm.2018.00045

 35. Rogers T, Thourani VH. Is there still a role for balloon dilatation before transcatheter aortic valve replacement-or, indeed, for transaortic access? J Thorac Cardiovasc Surg. (2018) 155:924–5. doi: 10.1016/j.jtcvs.2017.10.114

 36. Baumgartner H, Hung J, Bermejo J, Chambers JB, Edvardsen T, Goldstein S, et al. Recommendations on the echocardiographic assessment of aortic valve stenosis: a focused update from the European association of cardiovascular imaging and the american society of echocardiography. J Am Soc Echocardiogr. (2017b) 30:372–92. doi: 10.1016/j.echo.2017.02.009

 37. Eleid MF, Sorajja P, Michelena HI, Malouf JF, Scott CG, Pellikka PA. Flow-gradient patterns in severe aortic stenosis with preserved ejection fraction: clinical characteristics and predictors of survival. Circulation (2013) 128:1781–9. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.113.003695

 38. Romero J, Chavez P, Goodman-Meza D, Holmes AA, Ostfeld RJ, Manheimer ED, et al. Outcomes in patients with various forms of aortic stenosis including those with low-flow low-gradient normal and low ejection fraction. Am J Cardiol. (2014) 114:1069–74. doi: 10.1016/j.amjcard.2014.07.020

 39. Chandrasekhar J, Hibbert B, Ruel M, Lam BK, Labinaz M, Glover C. Transfemoral vs. non-transfemoral access for transcatheter aortic valve implantation: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Can J Cardiol. (2015) 31:1427–38. doi: 10.1016/j.cjca.2015.04.023

 40. Ghatak A, Bavishi C, Cardoso RN, Macon C, Singh V, Badheka AO, et al. Complications and mortality in patients undergoing transcatheter aortic valve replacement with Edwards SAPIEN & SAPIEN XT valves: a meta-analysis of world-wide studies and registries comparing the transapical and transfemoral accesses. J Interv Cardiol. (2015) 28:266–78. doi: 10.1111/joic.12201

Disclaimer: NVM and ES are members of the Executive Committee of the TAVR UNLOAD trial.

Conflict of Interest Statement: NVM has received institutional grants from Edwards Lifesciences, Medtronic, Boston Scientific and Abbott. ES has received speaker fees from Edwards Lifesciences.

The remaining authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2018 Spitzer, Ren, Kroon, van Gils, Manintveld, Daemen, Zijlstra, de Jaegere, Geleijnse and Van Mieghem. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fcvm-05-00111-g001.gif





OPS/images/fcvm-05-00111-t001.jpg
Moderate ASand ~ Moderate ASand ~ SevereASand Severe AS Severe AS Severe AS  Severe AS Severe AS Severe AS Severe AS

reduced LVEF reduced LVEF  reduced LVEF  inoperable extreme risk high risk highrisk  intermediate risk  intermediate risk  all-comers

Age, years 73 73 76 8 8 84 8 82 80 79

Female gender, % 25 31 40 54 52 42 46 4 42 46

Hypertension, % 74 68 67 NA 90 NA 95 NA 93 7

Diabetes, % 38 39 32 NA a2 NA 35 38 2] 18

Peripheral vascular 20 17 14 30 35 43 42 28 31 4

disease, %

Cerebrovascular 43 2 21 27 23 29 2 a2 18 17

disease, %

Atral fibrillation, % NA 32 32 33 a7 4 41 31 28 28

Chronic pulmonary 2 1 6 NA NA 43 NA 32 NA 12

disease, %

Prior myocardil 52 39 35 19 31 27 2 18 14 6

infarction, %

Prior PCI, % 3% 13 10 31 a7 2] 2 27 21

Prior CABG, % 28 2 19 a7 40 43 30 2 16 NA

Ischemic heart 48 6 64 68 8 75 7% 6 [ NA

disease, %

Patients analyzed 305 403 95 179" 489 348" 394 1011 879" 145°

References. van Gis et al. (5) Samadetal.(16) ~ Samadetal.(16) Leonetal. Popmaetal. Smithetal Ademsetal(30)  Leonetal.(3)  Reardonetal(31)  Thyregod
e} ©8) ©9) etal. (32)

Study type Retrospective Retrospective Retrospective RCT  Prospectve  RCT RCT RCT RCT RCT

“Includes subjects randomized to transcatheer aortic vaive replacement. AS, aortic stenosis; LVEF, left ventricular ejection fraction; PCI, percutaneous coronary intervention; CABG, coronary artery bypass graft surgery; NA, not availabe;
RCT, randomized controlled trial.





OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers
in Cardiovascular Medicine

Moderate Aortic Stenosis and
Reduced Left Ventricular Ejection
Fraction: Current Evidence and
Challenges Ahead









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers
in Cardiovascular Medicine





