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Abstract
Objectives

We proposed several new echo-parameters (augmented blood pressure) derived from blood
pressure and aortic valve gradient measurements and hypothesized that they can accurately
predict 1-year mortality post-TAVR.

Background
In the era of transcatheter aortic valve replacement (TAVR), predicting post-procedural outcome
of patients is one of the most important goals in structural heart research.

Methods

Patients in the Mayo Clinic National Cardiovascular Diseases Registry (NCDR)-TAVR database
who underwent TAVR between January 1, 2012 and June 30, 2017 were identified to retrieve
baseline demographics, STS risk score, ECG, cardiac computed tomography, echocardiographic
and mortality data. Augmented blood pressure parameters and valvulo-arterial impedance were
evaluated by Cox regression. After logistic model generation, receiver operating curve analysis
was used to assess the model performance against STS risk score.

Results

The final cohort contained 883 patients with the mean age of 81.3+8.5 years old and 58.2% were
male. The mean STS risk score was 8.1+5.1. The median follow-up duration was 353 days and
one-year all-cause mortality rates was 13.3%. Multivariate Cox regression showed that
augmented SBP and augmented MAP parameters were independent predictors of 1-year
mortality (all p<0.0001). A single-parameter model based on augmented MAP1 supersedes STS
risk score in predicting 1-year mortality (AUC 0.697 vs. 0.591, p=0.0055).

Conclusion

Augmented mean arterial pressure provides a simple but effective approach for clinicians to
quickly estimate the clinical outcome of TAVR patients and should be incorporated in the
assessment of TAVR candidacy.
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Condensed Abstr act

We proposed and validated a new echo-parameter, augmented mean arterial pressure, in a cohort
contains 883 patients who underwent TAVR between January 1, 2012 and June 30, 2017.
Multivariate Cox regression showed that augmented MAP parameters was independent
predictors of 1-year mortality (all p<0.0001). A single-parameter model based on augmented
MAP supersedes STS risk score in predicting 1-year mortality (AUC 0.697 vs. 0.591, p=0.0055).
Augmented MAP provides a simple but effective approach for clinicians to quickly estimate the
clinical outcome of TAVR patients and should be incorporated in the assessment of TAVR

candidacy.
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arterial pressure; mortality


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.24.21264084

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.24.21264084; this version posted September 27, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Abbreviations

AVG: aortic valve gradient

AugSBP: augmented systolic blood pressure
AugMAP: augmented mean arterial pressure
CO: cardiac output

DBP: diastolic blood pressure

MAP: mean arterial pressure

SBP: systolic blood pressure

SVI: stroke volume index

SAVR: surgical aortic valve replacement
TAVR: transcatheter aortic valve replacement

Zva: valvulo-arterial impedance
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Background/Introduction

The success of transcatheter aortic valve replacement (TAVR) has substantially changed the
landscape of management of aortic valve disease(1-3). With the expansion of TAVR indications,
it is anticipated that more TAVR procedures will be performed in the foreseeable future (4).
Given the underlying comorbidities, the clinical outcomes after TAVR procedure have gained
significant attention that involves both conventional and machine learning research approaches
(5-12). There are newer studies focused on the relationship of blood pressure and valvulo-
arterial impedance (Zva), which estimates the overall left ventricular afterload, and its effect on
TAVR prognosis (8-10,13). Elevated Zva has been reported to be associated with worse quality
of life and exercise performance at one year (10), while there are inconsistent results in
predicting long-term mortality (14-16). Our group previously reported that cardiac power index
and gradient- adjusted cardiac power index are good predictors of 1-year mortality after TAVR
(6,7). In the calculation of gradient- adjusted cardiac power index, transvalvular gradient (mean
transvalvular gradient or instantaneous peak transvalvular gradient) was added to the systolic
blood pressure as augmented systolic blood pressure to calculate augmented mean arterial
pressure (MAP). The augmented MAP component is conceptually close to the summation of
valvular load and arterial load, which is the numerator of the Zva formula (1-3). Nagura et al.
suggested that Zva is more sensitive to the change of stroke value index but not the arterial load,
and the potential measuring error from stroke value index can be magnified in Zva
calculation(15). Along this line, we considered simplifying Zva by removing the stroke volume
index and see whether the augmented blood pressure can predict clinical outcomes in TAVR

patients. We hypothesized that augmented systolic blood pressure and augmented mean arterial
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pressure can accurately predict the 1-year mortality in patients who underwent a TAVR

procedure.

M aterialsand Methods

Study population, baseline demographics and clinical data

A chart review was conducted on patients included in the Mayo Clinic National Cardiovascular
Diseases Registry (NCDR)-TAVR database which included patients from three major academic
medical centers located in Rochester, MN, Phoenix, AZ, and Jacksonville, FL. We identified all
patients aged >18 years who underwent TAVR between January 1, 2012 and June 30, 2017.
Baseline demographics, lab data, device data, STS-PROM risk score, and follow-up data were
directly extracted from the database. Patients with missing values in augmented blood pressure

and valvulo-arterial impedance were excluded to ensure the consistency of model development.

Indications for TAVR were based on the standard FDA criteria at the time of the procedure, and
primarily included patients deemed at increased risk for surgical aortic valve replacement
(SAVR). The Institutional Review Board at Mayo Clinic approved the study protocol and

research authorization was provided by all the patients to utilize their medical information.

Transthoracic echocardiography with 2-dimension imaging and Doppler were performed pre-
procedure using commercially available ultra-sound scanners (Philips iE33; Phillips Medical
Systems, Andover, MA, USA; GE Vivid E9, GE Healthcare, Milwaukee, WI, USA). All
echocardiograms were interpreted by experienced echocardiographers who had achieved
COCATS level Il1 training, according to the American College of Cardiology, European
Association of Echocardiography (EAE) and American Society of Echocardiography (ASE)

guidelines (17-19). Offline measurements of the images were obtained using ProSolv
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Cardiovascular Analyzer 3.0 (ProSolv Cardiovascular Inc., Indianapolis, IN, USA).
Electrocardiography was performed prior to and after the procedure according to the guidelines
(20), and the patients were carefully monitored for the occurrence of conduction abnormalities
post-procedure. Multi-Detector Computed Tomography (MDCT) performed within a month of
the procedure, and pre-procedural sizing of the annulus was performed (21,22). 3mensio Valves
software version 7.0 (Pie Medical Imaging, Maastricht, the Netherlands) was used to analyze the
Digital Imaging and Communications in Medicine (DICOM) data and to estimate the point in the
cardiac cycle when the aortic valve was maximally open using the live movie feature (23). All-

cause mortality data were extracted from the NCDR-TAVR database.

Calculation of augmented systolic blood pressure, mean arterial pressure and valvulo-arterial
impedance

The augmented blood pressure calculation formulas are stated as below:

1) Augmented SBP1(AugSBP1): Mean aortic valve gradient (mean AVG) was added to systolic
blood pressure (Equation 1), and augmented MAP1(AugMAP1) was calculated by replacing the

SBP with augmented SBP1 in the MAP formula (Equation 3);

2) Augmented SBP2(AugSBP2): Aortic valve maximal instantaneous gradient was added to
systolic blood pressure (Equation 2), and augmented MAP2(AugMAP2) was calculated by

replacing the SBP with augmented SBP2(Equation 4); and

3) Augmented MAP3(AugMAP3): Aortic valve mean gradient was added to mean arterial
pressure (Equation 5) (6). Valvulo-arterial impedance (Zva) was calculated according to the
standard formula by dividing the sum of the systolic blood pressure and mean transvalvular

gradient by stroke volume index (SVI1)(15).
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SBP + 2 X DBP
MAP = > Equation(0)

Augmented SBP1 = mean AVG + SBP. Equation(1)

Augmented SBP2 = max instantaneous AVG + SBP. Equation(2)
AugSBP1+ 2 x DBP

Augmented MAP1 = > Equation (3)
AugSBP2 + 2 X DBP _
Augmented MAP2 = > Equation (4)

Augmented MAP3 = MAP + mean AV G Equation(5)

SBP + mean AVG
Zva = = Eguation(6)

Satistical analysis

Patients were grouped into alive and deceased groups and analyzed accordingly. Continuous
variables were summarized as mean + standard deviation, and the differences

among groups were evaluated with Mann-Whitney U test. Categorical variables were expressed
as counts and percentages, and differences among groups were evaluated with Chi-square test.
All the two group comparisons were summarized as alive group versus deceased group if not
otherwise specified. Kaplan-Meier curve and Cox regression were used for survival analysis; the
median of AugSBP1 and AugMAP1 were used as the cutoff to group the patients for Kaplan-
Meier analysis. Each augmented blood pressure measurements and STS-PROM risk score were
used to develop logistic regression models separately. Receiver operating (ROC) curve analysis
with area under the curve (AUC) was used to assess the accuracy of logistic regression models
against STS-PROM risk score, and DelLong’s test was used to assess the difference of model
accuracy. For all the hypothesis, a p value of less than 0.05 was used as the cutoff of statistical

significance. All the analyses were performed in Python version 3.7.10.
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Results

Study Population and Basdline Demographics

A total of 883 patients were included for the final analysis after excluding 188 patients in whom
values in any augmented blood pressure parameters or Zva were missing. The mean age was
81.348.5 years old, 58.2% were male (n=514), and 97.0% were white. The mean STS risk score
was 8.1+5.1. The median follow-up duration was 353 days and one-year all-cause mortality rates
was 13.3% (n=118). Systolic blood pressure (alive versus deceased: 130.6£20.8 mmHg vs.
117.6+17.4 mmHg, p=0.0001), diastolic blood pressure (68.4+12.8 mmHg vs. 61.4+11.8 mmHg,
p<0.0001) and mean arterial pressure (89.1+13.2 mmHg vs. 80.2+11.9 mmHg, p<0.0001) were
significantly higher in the alive group. Detailed data are summarized in Table 1 and

Supplement Table 1.

Augmented blood pressure, echocardiography and Zva measur ements

There were no significant difference in LV ejection fraction (alive versus deceased: 57.3+12.8
vs. 56.4+13.5, p= 0.3959), mean aortic valve gradient (43.4+13.5 vs. 42.3£13.0, p= 0.2739) and
maximal aortic valve instantaneous gradient (71.5£21.1 vs. 69.7+£20.8, p=0.1760) between the 2
groups. However, stroke volume index was significantly higher in the alive group (44.56+10.17
vs. 42.45+£9.56, p= 0.0083). Regarding augmented blood pressure measurements, both AugSBP1
(173.9425.5 vs. 159.94+22.03, p<0.0001) and AugSBP2 (202.1+30.8 vs. 186.7+28.9, p<0.0001)
were significantly higher in the alive group. There were similar findings for AugMAP1
(103.6£14.3 vs. 94.3£12.8, p<0.0001), AugMAP2 (113.0£15.5 vs. 103.2+14.4, p<0.0001) and
AugMAP3 (132.5£19.7 vs. 122.5+17.9, p<0.0001). Box plots are used to visualize the
augmented blood pressure data (Figure 1). There was no significant difference, but a trend of

higher Zva in the alive group (4.1+ 1.1 vs. 3.9+ 0.9, p=0.07).
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Kaplan-Meier analysis and Cox regression

The median of AugSBP1 was 170 mmHg, and the median of AugMAP1 is 102 mmHg. In
Kaplan-Meier analysis, both parameters demonstrated significant survival difference when

comparing patients with > cutoff vs. patients < cutoff (all p<0.0001) (Figure 2A and 2B).

In univariate Cox regression, AugSBP1, AugSBP2, AugMAP1, AugMAP2 and AugMAP3 were
independently associated with 1-year all-cause mortality, and these associations remained

significant after adjusting for age, sex and STS-PROM risk score in multivariate Cox regression
(all p< 0.0001). In contrast, Zva was not independently associated with 1-year mortality in either

univariate or multivariate Cox regression. Table 2 summarizes the Cox regression data.

Model development and evaluation

STS score mode had an AUC performance of 0.591 (95%CI 0.532 - 0.649) in predicting 1-year
mortality and was used as the reference model to evaluate other models’ performance. The p-
values below compared the AUC difference for each model against the STS score model. Among
all the logistic regression models developed to predict 1-year post TAVR mortality,
AugMAP1(AUC 0.697, 95%CI 0.648 - 0.747, p=0.0055) and AugMAP2(AUC 0.687, 95%ClI
0.638 - 0.738, p=0.012) significantly outperformed the STS score. AugSBP1(AUC 0.661,
95%Cl 0.611 - 0.715, p=0.069), AugSBP2(AUC 0.645, 95%CI 0.595 - 0.7, p=0.159) and
AugMAP3(AUC 0.650, 95%CI 0.600 - 0.705, p=0.115) were comparable/non-inferior in
predicting mortality when compared to STS score. The AUC for Zva (0.542, 95%CI 0.490 -
0.597, p=0.24) was lower than the STS score, however the difference was not statistically

significant. Figure 3. demonstrates all the ROC curves.
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Discussion

In this retrospective study, we were able to demonstrate that baseline augmented mean arterial
pressure provided significantly better accuracy in predicting 1-year all-cause mortality in TAVR
patients when compared to STS-PROM risk score. Our findings suggest that augmented mean
arterial pressure, as a surrogate marker of cardiac contractile reserve, is closely related to clinical
outcome in TAVR patients. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first report of using single-
parameter models based on augmented blood pressure measurements to predict mortality in
TAVR patients and was found to have significantly superior accuracy against STS-PROM risk

Score.

The physiology meaning of augmented blood pressure

When calculating the augmented blood pressure, we assumed that adding either mean or
maximal instantaneous gradient to the systemic systolic blood pressure can reflect the true
systolic pressure generated by the left ventricle (6). While non-invasive MAP is practically
calculated as the summation of diastolic blood pressure and 1/3 pulse pressure, MAP also equals
to the product of cardiac output and systemic vascular resistance (SVR) (assuming a negligible
central venous pressure level). Therefore, MAP can be considered as the capability of the left
ventricle to generate cardiac output based on a given systemic vascular resistance, as MAP is
proportional to cardiac output when systemic vascular resistance is a constant. In the setting of
aortic stenosis, higher augmented MAP indicates better cardiac contractile reserve to generate
higher blood pressure against the afterload (stenotic aortic valve and SVR). This may also
explain the strong hazard ratio (HR 0.95 per mmHg increase, p<0.0001) of AugMAP1 in Cox
regression, which is simply reflecting that better contractile reserve should lead to better clinical

outcome. Comparing the performance of AugMAP1, AugMAP2, and AugMAP3, the
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improvement of accuracy (AUC) in predicting mortality suggests that the closer a parameter is to
the real mean arterial pressure of the left ventricle (i.e. the contractile reserve of the left
ventricle), the better it will be in outcome prediction. As for AugSBP1 and AugSBP2, while the
AUC is still better than STS-PROM in predicting 1-year mortality, the p-values were not as
significant as AugMAP1 and AugMAP2. This can be explained by the same theory regarding
real MAP: since the diastolic blood pressure component was removed, the AugSBP
measurements are deviated to the end of systolic blood pressure, and not truly reflecting the real

MAP/contractile reserve.

An overlooked outcome predictor: augmented blood pressure

In both univariate and multivariate cox regression analysis, all the augmented blood pressure
parameters were shown to be independent predictors of 1-year mortality, and AugMAP1 had the
best performance among them (HR 0.96 per mmHg increase, 95% CI: 0.94-0.97, p<0.0001).
AugMAP1 also superseded STS risk score in predicting 1-year mortality in head-to-head ROC
curve comparison (p=0.0055). As the standard approach of TAVR assessment, STS-PROM
score is considered as a good predictor for both short-and long-term post TAVR mortality(24—
26). Hemmann et al. reported that STS-PROM score an AUC of 0.679 (95% CI: 0.610- 0.748)
in predicting 1-year post TAVR mortality based on a cohort with 426 patients and is superior to
EuroSCORE and EuroSCORE2(25). In another study with 3491 TAVR patients, the STS score
had an AUC of 0.61 (95% CI: 0.56-0.67) in predicting 30-day post-TAVR mortality (26).
Overall, the AUC performance of STS score based on the prior studies is in the range of 0.6-0.7,
which is similar with the findings in our patient cohort (AUC 0.591, 95%CI 0.532 - 0.649).

Although our cohort size in the current study is slightly smaller due to excluding patients with
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missing values, the accuracy of this single parameter model using AugMAP1 almost approaches
the same level of our previously published GBM machine learning model developed from the
same database (5). Actually, among all patients with available AugMAP1 measurements in our
TAVR database (n=971), the AUC of AugMAP1 was 0.703 (95%CI: 0.653 - 0.743) in contrast
t0 0.611(95%CI: 0.554 - 0.665) for STS risk score (p=0.009). Likewise, AugSBP1 had a very
nice performance, which was at least non-inferior to STS risk score (AUC 0.661 vs. 0.591,
p=0.069). Based on the Kaplan-Meier survival analysis, using the median cutoff values of
AugSBP1 (170 mmHg) and AugMAP1 (102 mmHg), we were able to demonstrate excellent
performance in differentiating patient mortality (Figure 1A and 1B). The two parameters are
simple, easy to calculate, and surprisingly accurate with only few variables as their input. (24—

26).

A possible concern for this approach is that the parameter mostly relies on blood pressure
measurements, which varies from time to time, and suboptimal blood pressure control may cause
higher blood pressure readings. In our cohort, we observed that all SBP, DBP and MAP
measurements were significantly higher in the alive group (all p< 0.0001), however the mean
SBP in the alive group was reasonably well controlled (130.6+£20.8 mmHg). There was no
significant difference between the alive and deceased groups regarding antihypertensive
medications. However, considering augmented blood pressure as the surrogate marker of cardiac
contractile reserve, we would argue that higher (but under controlled) baseline blood pressure
stands for better cardiac contractile reserve in these patients, and can potentially be related to
better outcome. This concept is supported by earlier studies that patients with higher blood
pressure/ hypertension after TAVR procedure are associated with better outcomes(27), in

contrast to lower blood pressure(9). Furthermore, patients who developed hypertension post
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TAVR procedure were found to have significantly improved cardiac output and stroke
volume(27), which suggests these patients had better cardiac contractile reserve and therefore
were able to generate higher blood pressure after relieving stenosis at the level of valve, in
contrast to those with lower blood pressure(9). Figur e 4 demonstrates two representative cases

with higher versus lower AugSBP/AugMAP.

Valvulo-arterial impedance: a close shot

Back in 2009, the concept of valvulo-arterial impedance was introduced by Hachicha et al., and
this parameter was shown to be independently associated with mortality in aortic stenosis
patients who underwent either surgical aortic valve replacement or medical therapy(28). After
that, valvulo-arterial impedance was evaluated in multiple studies as a post-TAVR outcome
predictor (10,14-16,29,30). A cohort study containing 202 TAVR patients reported that patients
who died within 6 months had higher baseline Zva and less improvement in post-TAVR Zva.
While the authors reported that baseline Zva was independently associated with 6-months all-
cause mortality, this conclusion was only based on univariate logistic regression and was not
adjusted for other covariates(16). In terms of longer-term mortality, Katsanos et al. showed that
higher baseline Zva was independently associated with mortality at 2 years(14). However, their
study also had a smaller patient cohort (n=116), and the mortality endpoint only happened in 21
(18%) patients. Another study based on the OCEAN-TAVR registry included 1004 patients but
reported that post-TAVR Zva was not associated with two-year all-cause mortality in
multivariate analysis; the correlation between baseline Zva and mortality was not assessed in this
study (15). Importantly, none of the above studies had used Zva to generate a single-parameter

model and compare the performance with STS risk score. In contrast to above studies (14-16),
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we did not observe significant difference of Zva between the alive and deceased group, this is
likely due to the higher stroke volume index in the alive group, which balanced out the effect of
the numerator (AugSBP1). In our cohort, baseline Zva was not an independent predictor of 1-
year post-TAVR mortality in either univariate or multivariate Cox regression analysis, and the
AUC of Zva logistic regression model was smaller than STS-PROM risk score (0.542 vs. 0.591,
p=0.24), although not statistically significant. Compared to the performance of augmented blood
pressure measurements, the component of total load (SBP + mean AVG, equals to AugSBP1) is
likely the key portion for Zva to be associated with mortality in prior works(14-16). Introducing
stroke volume index as the denominator substantially cancelled the contribution of cardiac output
from the total load term and can bring additional measuring error to this parameter(15). Our
cardiac contractile reserve theory anticipates that the best accuracy Zva can achieve is at the
level of AugSBP1 concerning this is the numerator of the formula. However, with the
contribution and potential measurement error from stroke volume index, Zva deviates more from
the augmented MAP thus had worse performance compared to AugSBP1. Our results comparing

AugMAP and Zva support the concept that cardiac contractile reserve is more important than the

vascular load in determining the outcome of TAVR patients.

I ncor porating augmented MAP in the assessment of TAVR patients

Compared to STS risk score, which requires input of more than 70 variables and relies on an
online calculator after completing extensive workup(31), our models with augmented MAP and
SBP provide a simple and effective way that only requires 2-3 readily available variables (SBP,
DBP and mean AVG) to make a superior prediction. The median cutoffs (AugSBP1: 170 mmHg

and AugMAP1: 102 mmHg) can be easily calculated at bedside to provide real-time assessment,
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which may facilitate the process for workup and decision-making and can potentially change the

assessment of TAVR candidacy.
Conclusion

As a single parameter, augmented mean arterial pressure (AugMAP1) supersedes the STS risk
score in predicting 1-year mortality in TAVR patients. It provides a simple but effective
approach for clinicians to quickly estimate the clinical outcome of TAVR patients and should be

incorporated in the assessment of TAVR candidacy.

Limitations

This study is limited by its retrospective nature, and external validation is not available at the
time of the model development. To maintain a sufficient sample size, we did not further divide
our patient cohort into subgroups for ROC analysis. Concerning the period of TAVR procedures,
most of the patients in this cohort were considered intermediate-to-high risk, so low-risk patients
may not be well represented in this development cohort. The time from the baseline
echocardiography/ blood pressure measurement to the TAVR procedure varied among patients,
and the potential changes in between were not considered in our model. While our approach
eliminated the contribution of stroke volume index, the component of systolic blood pressure and
transvalvular gradient in this parameter still inherited the intrinsic limitation of Zva(32). Also,
invasive hemodynamic measurements were not available to validate the correlations between
non-invasively measured augmented MAP and the invasive MAP, which is a potential direction

for future studies.
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Per spectives

Augmented mean arterial blood pressure provides a simple but effective approach for clinicians
to quickly estimate the clinical outcome of TAVR patients, and should be incorporated in the

assessment of TAVR candidacy.
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L egends
Figure 1. Box plot of augmented blood pressure measur ements

Panel A-E demonstrates the box plot of each augmented blood pressure parameter. Augmented
blood pressure parameters artist significantly higher in alive patients when compared to deceased
patients (all p<0.0001). The formulas used to calculate each parameter are listed at the right

Upper corner.

Figure 2. Kaplan-Meler survival curve analysis

Panel A. demonstrates significant survival difference between patients with > median AugSBP1
vs. patients with < median AugSBP1; the median of AugSBP1 is 170 mmHg (Log rank p<
0.0001). Pane B. demonstrates significant survival difference between patients with > median
AugMAP1 vs. patients with < median AugMAPL; the median of AugMAP1 is 102 mmHg (Log

rank p< 0.0001)

Figure 3. The ROC curvesof all the single-parameter prediction models against STSrisk
score model.

The ROC curves of all the single-parameter prediction models against STS risk score model.

AugMAP1 has the best performance (AUC: 0.697 vs. 0.591, p=0.0055), followed by
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AugMAP2(AUC: 0.687 vs. 0.591, p=0.012). Rest of the augmented blood pressure (AugMAP3,
AugSBP1, AugSBP2) parameters were comparable to the performance of STS risk score (larger
AUC, no significance). Valvulo-arterial impedance (Zva) has smaller AUC than STS risk score,

but this was not significant.

Figure 4. Representative cases.

Panel A. A male in his 90s with moderate to severe aortic stenosis at baseline echocardiography
(Supplement Video 1). The blood pressure was 120/50 mmHg. The mean aortic valve gradient
was 28 mmHg, AVA was 0.71 cm2. His AugSBP1 was 148 mmHg and AugMAP1 was 83

mmHg. Patient deceased 350 days after the TAVR procedure.

Panel B. A female in her 80s status post 19 mm Bovine aortic valve tissue prosthesis in 2009
presented with bioprosthetic valve degeneration. The baseline blood pressure was 150/82 mmHg.
TTE showed 65% LV ejection fraction, aortic valve systolic mean Doppler gradient 43 mmHg,
and aortic valve area by Doppler 0.85 cm2. No prosthetic aortic regurgitation (Supplement
Video 2). Her AugSBP1 was 193 mmHg and AugMAP1 was 119 mmHg. The patient survived

during the follow-up period.

Central Illustration

Augmented mean arterial pressure 1 (AugMAP1) supersedes the STS score in predicting 1-year
all-cause mortality after TAVR (p = 0.0055).

Supplement Video 1. A male in his 90s with moderate to severe aortic stenosis at baseline
echocardiography. The blood pressure was 120/50 mmHg. The mean aortic valve gradient was
28 mmHg, AVA was 0.71 cm2. His AugSBP1 was 148 mmHg and AugMAP1 was 83 mmHg.
Patient deceased 350 days after the TAVR procedure.
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Supplement Video 2. A female in her 80s status post 19 mm Bovine aortic valve tissue
prosthesis in 2009 presented with bioprosthetic valve degeneration. The baseline blood pressure
was 150/82 mmHg. TTE showed 65% LV ejection fraction, aortic valve systolic mean Doppler
gradient 43 mmHg, and aortic valve area by Doppler 0.85 cm2. No prosthetic aortic
regurgitation. Her AugSBP1 was 193 mmHg and AugMAP1 was 119 mmHg. The patient
survived during the follow-up period.
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Augmented mean arterial pressure 1 (AugMAP1) supersedes the STS
score in predicting 1-year all-cause mortality after TAVR (p = 0.0055).
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Variables Alive Deceased Total P value
N=765 N=118 N=883
Baseline Demographics
Age(yr) 81.42+8.41 80.75+8.93 81.33+8.48 0.2762
Male sex (%) 443(57.9%) 71(60.2%) 514(58.2%) 0.8981
Height 167.12+10.44 168.19+10.21 167.26+£10.41 0.1064
Weight 82.4+20.11 80.17+21.16 82.11+20.25 0.2111
Caucasian race 743(97.1%) 114(96.6%) 857(97.3%) 0.9599
STS risk score 7.94+5.13 9.36+4.9 8.13+£5.12 0.0007
Hypertension 643(84.1%) 100(84.7%) 743(84.1%) 0.9817
Diabetes mellitus 264(34.5%) 41(34.7%) 305(34.5%) 0.9987
PriorMI 171(22.4%) 29(24.6%) 200(22.7%) 0.8657
Prior CABG 200(26.1%) 34(28.8%) 234(26.5%) 0.8294
Prior Stroke 67(8.8%) 17(14.4%) 84(9.5%) 0.1504
Prior PAD 387.0(50.6%) 58.0(49.2%) 445(50.4%) 0.9587
Current dialysis 19(2.5%) 9(7.6%) 28(3.2%) 0.0122
Atrial fib/flutter 315(41.2%) 72(61.0%) 387(43.8%) 0.0003
Permanent pacemaker 118(15.4%) 24(20.3%) 142(16.1%) 0.4006
Previous implantable cardioverter 0.8993
device 26(3.4%) 5(4.2%) 31(3.5%)
Smoking history 22(2.9%) 2(1.7%) 24(2.7%) 0.7637
NYHA class within 2 weeks 0.5344
orepmint (WTnGH Was ot Cortfed by peer réi.ét’vi.s‘ t‘héiﬁ?héé‘f@uféé)%ﬁw'ﬁ ﬁ%ﬁdmé’é‘ﬁ?ﬁé?ﬁ e 1 cispay e B 18 Barpetiny.
i T 5031600 1 B40(20.3%) 189(21.4%)
111 470(61.4%) 64.0(54.2%) 534(60.5%)
v 107(14.0%) 24.0(20.3%) 131(14.8%)
Left main stenosis >50% 94(12.3%) 16.0(13.6%) 110(12.5%) 0.9270
Proximal left anterior descending 0.9885
artery stenosis >70% 151(19.7%) 24.0(20.3%) 175(19.8%)
Vascular access site 0.0514
Femoral 590(77.1%) 87(73.7%) 677(77.4%)
Trans-apical 136(17.8%) 23(19.5%) 159(18.2%)
Trans-aortic 26(3.4%) 4(3.4%) 30(3.4%)
Axillary 5(0.7%) 4(3.4%) 9(1.0%)
Subclavian 5(0.7%) 0(0%) 0(0.6%)
Trans-iliac 3(0.4%) 0(0%) 0(0.3%)
Balloon expandable vlave 606(79.2%) 90(76.3%) 696(78.8%) 0.7668
Elective procedure 724(94.6%) 104(88.1%) 828(93.8%) 0.0246
Mechanical assist device in place at 0.6251
start of the procedure
None 750(98%) 115.0(98.3%) 865.0(98.3%)
Catheter-based asssit device 2(0.3%) 0(0%) 0(0.2%)
Intra-aortic balloon pump 13(1.7%) 2(1.7%) 15(1.7%)
Porcelain aorta 65(8.5%) 14(11.9%) 79(8.9%) 0.4908
AVDMorphology 0.0641
Tricuspid 749(97.9%) 115(97.5%) 864(98.5%)
Bicuspid 6(0.8%) 0(0%) 0(0.7%)
AVDAnnularCalc 613(80.1%) 99(83.9%) 712(80.6%) 0.6284
ValvelnValve 68(8.9%) 8(6.8%) 76(8.6%) 0.7604
Augmented blood pressure parameters

Heart Rate

70.02+13.0 68.7+£12.53 69.85+12.94 0.1838
Systolic Blood Pressure 130.56+20.84 117.61+17.45 128.834+20.88 <0.0001
Diastolic Blood Pressure 68.41+12.81 61.42+11.78 67.47+12.89 <0.0001
Mean arterial
blood pressure 89.12+13.16 80.15+11.85 87.92+13.34 <0.0001
Aortic vlave systolic mean gradient 02739
(mm Hg) 43.38+13.45 42.33+13.02 43.24+13.39
Aortic valve systolic maximal 0.1760
instantaneous gradient 71.5+21.14 69.66+20.83 71.26+21.1
Aortic valve systolic peak velocity 0.1820
by CWD 4.18+0.64 4.12+0.65 4.18+0.64
Aortic Valve Systolic Area 0.1055
by Velocity 0.91+0.33 0.89+0.36 0.91+0.33
AugSBP1 173.93+£25.51 159.94+22.03 172.06+25.51 <0.0001
AugSBP2 202.06+30.76 186.68+28.95 200.0+30.95 <0.0001
AugMAPI 103.58+14.32 94.26+12.75 102.34+14.46 <0.0001
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AugMAP2 112.96+15.49 103.18+14.4 111.65+£15.7 <0.0001
AugMAP3 132.5+19.72 122.48+17.89 131.16+£19.77 <0.0001
Zva 4.1£1.1 3.93+0.9 4.08+1.07 0.0704
Medications
Aspirin 102(13.3%) 16(13.6%) 118(13.4%) 0.9977
Beta Blocker 534(69.9%) 69(63.3%) 603(69.1%) 0.7062
ACE Inhibitor 135(17.7%) 19(17.6%) 154(17.7%) 0.9639
ARB 69(9%) 8(7.3%) 77(8.8%) 0.2985
Labs
INR 1.17+£0.56 1.31+0.49 1.19+0.55 <0.0001
PreProcHgb 12.17+1.77 11.29+1.95 12.05+1.82 <0.0001
PreProcCreat 1.32+0.94 1.63+1.25 1.36£1.0 0.0009
Platelets 202.9+74.8 208.0+£85.7 203.6+76.3 0.4455
Total albumin 4.14+0.39 3.97+0.47 4.12+0.4 0.0004
Echocardiography parameters

LV ejection fraction(%) 57.29+12.77 56.44+13.45 57.18+12.85 0.3959
Right ventricular systolic pressure 0.0090
(mm Hg) 41.65+13.57 46.43+19.16 42.29+14.52

Left ventricular internal systolic 03182
dimension 32.97+48.5 33.72+9.42 33.07+8.62

Left Ventricular Stroke Volume 0.0043
by Quantitative Doppler 85.23+20.36 80.43+20.08 84.59+20.38

MEURXIV Preprint dol. Nps./7dolL.org/1u. 11U1/ZYZ1.UY.24.21204U084, IS VETSION POSted SepLemper £7, ZUZL. [iTie COPYTIgnt orger for s

TpeditriM ¢énitialcw aedific @m‘qeutexiﬁe\r/;/)A?Strr]eeseé?\t/hgr./fun?easgh£|g$2 gra%t‘%clij tmtaedeSivigt Ii'cense to display the preprint in perpetuity. 0.0012
by Quantitative Doppler ’ %%oiei 44 P 361.17 5.72+1.41

Left ventricular internal end diastolic 0.4443
dimension 49.39+7.44 49.77+8.98 49.44+7.66

Aortic valve systolic TVI 101.93+£20.71 98.86+20.92 101.52+20.75 0.0634
Moderate to servere aortic 0.8491
regurgitation 10 (1.4%) 3(2.7%) 13 (1.6%)

Moderate to severe mitral valve 09911
regurgitation 21(2.7%) 2(1.7%) 23(2.6%)

Moderate to severe tricuspid valve 0.0206
regurgitation 28(3.7%) 7(5.9%) 35(4.0%)

Moderate to severe pulmonary 0.9950
regurgitation 23(3%) 4(3.4%) 27(3.1%)

Elevated filling pressure 0.8739
None 129(17.0%) 18(15.4%) 147(16.8%)

Mild 272(35.9%) 35(29.9%) 307(35.1%)

Moderate 250(33.0%) 45(38.5%) 295(33.8%)

Severe 106(14.0%) 19(16.2%) 125(14.3%)
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Univariate Cox regression

covariate HR (per unit increase) Lower 95%CI Upper 95%CI p value
AugSBP1 0.98 0.97 0.99 <0.0001
AugSBP2 0.99 0.98 0.99 <0.0001
AugMAP1 0.96 0.94 0.97 <0.0001
AugMAP2 0.96 0.95 0.97 <0.0001
AugMAP3 0.98 0.97 0.99 <0.0001

Zva 0.87 0.73 1.04 0.1166

Multivariate Cox Regression

covariate [HR (per unit increase) Lower 95%CI Upper 95%CI p value
AugSBP1 0.98 0.97 0.99 <0.0001
AugSBP2 0.99 0.98 0.99 <0.0001
AugMAP1 0.96 0.94 0.97 <0.0001
AugMAP2 0.96 0.95 0.98 <0.0001
AugMAP3 0.98 0.97 0.99 <0.0001

Zva 0.87 0.73 1.04 0.1393
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