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Figure 3 Stratified Analysis by uQFR and AMR

Medium-term clinical outcomes according to pQFR and AMR in defer group
The Figure 4 depicts the Kaplan-Meier curves for MACCE of 5 years across groups
defined by pnQFR and AMR in patients in defer group. Compared with patients with
both normal pQFR and AMR, patients with both abnormal pQFR and AMR carried
the highest risk for MACCE (HR = 3.46, 95% CI 2.10-5.71, P < 0.001). Discordance
with normal pQFR and abnormal AMR and discordance with abnormal pQFR and
normal AMR led to more MACCE than the group with normal pQFR and AMR
(Group B vs Group A: HR = 2.10, 95% CI 1.23-3.59, P = 0.006; Group C vs Group A:
HR = 2.43, 95% CI 1.43-4.11, P = 0.001).
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Figure 4 Clinical Outcomes according to uQFR and AMR in Defer Group

Effect of CABG on medium-term clinical outcomes divided according to pQFR
and AMR

In CABG group, patients with pQFR < 0.80 and AMR > 2.50 mmHg*s/cm were
defined as group 1 (n = 144). In defer group, patients with pQFR < 0.80 and AMR >
2.50 mmHg*s/cm were defined as group 2 (n = 88). The risk of MACCE was lower in
group 1 than in group 2 (HR = 0.52, 95% CI 0.33-0.82, P = 0.005, Figure 5A). After
PSM and IPTW matching, MACCE remained lower in group 1 than in group 2
(Figure 5B and Figure 5C).

In CABG group, patients with pQFR > 0.80 and AMR < 2.50 mmHg*s/cm were
defined as group 3 (n = 356). In defer group, patients with pfQFR > 0.80 and AMR <
2.50 mmHg*s/cm were defined as group 4 (n = 158). Groups 3 and 4 MACCE did not
differ (HR = 1.15, 95% CI 0.73-1.80, P = 0.558, Figure 6A). After PSM and IPTW
matching, groups 3 and 4 MACCE did not differ (Figure 6B and Figure 6C).
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Table 4. Baseline characteristics of group 1 and 2

Initial Cohort After PSM After IPTW
Group 1 Group 2 P valve Group 1 Group 2 P valve SMD Group 1 Group 2 Pvalve SMD
(n=144) (n=88) (n=71) (n=71) (n=149) (n=93)
Age (years) 60.6 + 8.1 63.3+8.5 0.016 61.2+83 625+84 0.355 0.076 61.1+8.3 619+85 0471 0.032
Female 38 (26.4%) 20 (22.7%) 0532 17 (23.9%) 15(21.1%) 0.688 0.022 34 (22.8%) 22 (23.7%) 0.881 0.009
BMI (kg/mz) 241+34 26.3+3.8 <0.001 244+35 253+33 0.117 0.066 24.3+35 246+34 0513 0.021
Hypertension 87 (60.4%) 56 (63.6%) 0.625 44 (62.0%) 46 (64.8%) 0.728 0.010 91 (61.1%) 60 (64.5%) 0.591 0.036
Diabetes mellitus 46 (31.9%) 31 (35.2%) 0.606 21(29.6%) 24 (33.8%) 0.588 0.054 49 (32.9%) 32 (34.4%) 0.807 0.008
PAD 7 (4.9%) 7 (8.0%) 0.337 7 (4.9%) 7 (8.0%) 0.337 0.018 7 (4.9%) 7 (8.0%) 0.337 0.025
Carotid stenosis 20 (13.9%) 9 (10.2%) 0413 8(11.3%) 6 (8.5%) 0.573 0.025 21 (14.1%) 9(10.2%) 0.311 0.033
Renal disease 8 (5.6%) 7 (8.0%) 0.471 5 (7.0%) 7 (8.0%) 0.546 0.041 10 (6.7%) 7 (8.0%) 0.809 0.014
Chronic lung disease 8 (5.6%) 3 (3.4%) 0.669 5 (7.0%) 3 (4.2%) 0.716 0.011 8(5.4%) 6 (6.5%) 0.726 0.039
Cerebrovascular disease 5 (3.5%) 5 (5.7%) 0.638 3 (4.2%) 4 (5.6%) 1.000 0.000 5(3.4%) 4 (4.3%) 0.977 0.024
Liver Disease 4 (2.8%) 4 (4.5%) 0.730 3 (4.2%) 4 (5.6%) 1.000 0.000 6 (4.0%) 4 (4.3%) 0.820 0.020
Smoking history 73 (50.7%) 53 (60.2%) 0.157 38(53.5%) 42 (59.2%) 0.499 0.053 85 (57.0%) 54 (58.1%) 0.876 0.011
Atrial fibrillation or flutter 5 (3.5%) 6 (6.8%) 0.398 4 (5.6%) 5 (7.0%) 1.000 0.000 7 (4.7%) 6 (6.5%) 0.768 0.015
Prior Ml 40 (27.8%) 14 (15.9%) 0.038 16 (22.5%) 13(18.3%) 0.532 0.038 36 (24.2%) 19 (20.4%) 0.501 0.068
Prior PCI 25 (17.4%) 11 (12.5%) 0.321 11(155%) 9(12.7%) 0.630 0.009 25 (16.8%) 13 (14.0%) 0.560 0.061
LVEF<50% 12 (8.3%) 9 (10.2%) 0.626 6 (8.5%) 8 (11.3%) 0.573 0.065 14 (9.4%) 9 (9.7%) 0.942 0.004
NYHA class 0.568 1.000 0.000 0.870 0.018
I 20 (13.9%) 14 (15.9%) 9 (12.7%) 10 (14.1%) 24 (16.1%) 13 (14.0%)
I 70 (48.6%) 36 (40.9%) 35(49.3%) 31 (43.7%) 66 (44.3%) 39 (41.9%)
Il 45 (31.3%) 34 (38.6%) 22 (31.0%) 26 (36.6%) 50 (33.6%) 36 (38.7%)
v 9 (6.3%) 4 (4.5%) 5 (7.0%) 4 (5.6%) 9 (6.0%) 5 (5.4%)
3-vessel disease 104 (72.2%) 51 (58.0%) 0.025 48 (67.6%) 43 (60.6%) 0.382 0.022 102 (68.5%) 60 (64.5%) 0.526 0.033
SYNTAX 26.4+10.1 25.1+10.8 0.355 26.2+98 256+96 0.713 0.006 26.2+10.2 25.8+10.5 0.770 0.014

BMI body mass index, PAD peripheral arterial disease, Ml myocardial infarction, PCI percutaneous coronary intervention, LVEF left ventricular ejection fraction,
NYHA New York Heart Association
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Table 5. Baseline characteristics of group 3 and 4

Initial Cohort After PSM After IPTW
Group 3 Group 4 P valve Group 3 Group 4 P valve SMD Group 3 Group 4 P SMD
(n=356) (n=158) (n=149) (n=149) (n=351) (n=162) valve

Age (years) 61.6 +8.8 60.7 £8.1 0.274 61.1+93 60.9+83 0.845 61.3+9.2 60.8 + 8.5 0.558 0.040
Female 72 (20.2%) 45 (28.5%) 0.039 33(22.1%) 39 (26.2%) 0.417 87 (24.8%) 43 (26.5%) 0.671 0.021
BMI (kg/m?) 25.6+4.2 243 +3.8 0.001 252+41 245+37 0.123 25.0+4.0 246 +3.9 0.289 0.077
Hypertension 208 (58.4%) 101 (63.9%) 0.240 88(59.1%) 95 (63.8%) 0.405 214 (61.0%) 100 (61.7%) 0.870 0.014
Diabetes mellitus 95 (26.7%) 56 (35.4%) 0.044 46 (30.9%) 49 (32.9%) 0.709 108 (30.8%) 55 (34.0%) 0.472 0.055
PAD 23 (6.5%) 7 (4.4%) 0.365 8 (5.4%) 6 (4.0%) 0.584 21 (6.0%) 9 (5.6%) 0.848 0.008
Carotid stenosis 60 (16.9%) 18 (11.4%)  0.111 21 (14.1%) 17 (11.4%) 0.487 52 (14.8%) 19 (11.7%)  0.347 0.024
Renal disease 17 (4.8%) 12 (7.6%) 0.201 8 (5.4%) 10 (6.7%)  0.627 21 (6.0%) 11 (6.8%) 0.725 0.011
Chronic lung disease 16 (4.5%) 6 (3.8%) 0.719 6 (4.0%) 5 (3.4%) 0.759 14 (4.0%) 5 (3.1%) 0.615 0.023
Cerebrovascular disease 11 (3.1%) 8 (5.1%) 0.274 5 (3.4%) 7 (4.7%) 0.556 13 (3.7%) 7 (4.3%) 0.737  0.009
Liver Disease 12 (3.4%) 5 (3.2%) 0.904 5 (3.4%) 4 (2.7%) 1.000 12 (3.4%) 7 (4.3%) 0.615 0.057
Smoking history 215 (60.4%) 79 (50.0%) 0.028 82 (55.0%) 76 (51.0%) 0.486 197 (56.1%) 83 (51.2%) 0.301 0.036
Atrial fibrillation or flutter 8 (2.2%) 5 (3.2%) 0.759 5 (3.4%) 4 (2.7%) 1.000 8 (2.3%) 4 (2.5%) 0.856 0.002
Prior Ml 78 (21.9%) 27 (17.1%) 0.211 30(20.1%) 26 (17.4%) 0.553 75 (21.4%) 31 (19.1%) 0.562 0.029
Prior PCI 45(12.6%) 14 (8.9%) 0.215 16 (10.7%) 13(8.7%) 0.558 38 (10.8%) 16 (9.9%) 0.745 0.007
LVEF<50% 28 (7.9%) 5 (3.2%) 0.045 8 (5.4%) 4 (2.7%) 0.239 22 (6.3%) 8 (4.9%) 0.551 0.074
NYHA class 0.518 0.425 0.891 0.001

I 39 (11.0%) 12 (7.6%) 14 (9.4%) 10 (6.7%) 35 (10.0%) 13 (8.0%)

I 172 (48.3%) 77 (48.7%) 83 (55.7%) 75 (50.3%) 169 (48.1%) 79 (48.8%)

Il 124 (34.8%) 62 (39.2%) 45 (30.2%) 58 (38.9%) 130 (37.0%) 63 (38.9%)

v 21 (5.9%) 7 (4.4%) 7 (4.7%) 6 (4.0%) 17 (4.8%) 7 (4.3%)
3-vessel disease 223 (62.6%) 88 (55.7%) 0.137 90 (60.4%) 84 (56.4%) 0.481 217 (61.8%) 95 (58.6%) 0.493 0.036
SYNTAX 25.3+8.8 23.5+9.2 0.035 251+91 242+98 0.313 25.0+95 24.6 +10.2 0.665 0.021

BMI body mass index, PAD peripheral arterial disease, Ml myocardial infarction, PCI percutaneous coronary intervention, LVEF left ventricular ejection fraction,

NYHA New York Heart Associa
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Figure 5 Clinical Outcomes of Group 1 and Group 2 A. Clinical Outcomes in Initial
Cohort B. Clinical Outcomes of Patients after PSM C. Clinical Outcomes of Patients
after IPTW
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Figure 6 Clinical Outcomes of Group 3 and Group 4 A. Clinical Outcomes in Initial
Cohort B. Clinical Outcomes of Patients after PSM C. Clinical Outcomes of Patients
after IPTW

DISCUSSION

This study assessed the predictive significance of AMR for CABG in intermediate
coronary stenosis. The primary outcomes are outlined. First;, AMR independently
predicted MACCE in the 5-year follow-up of patients who received CABG and those
who did not. The optimal cutoff value for AMR to predict MACCE was 2.50
mmHg*s/cm, and the estimated AUC was 0.75. Second, pQFR and AMR assessments
in patients with intermediate stenoses offered insights into the microvascular system
that were not apparent when reviewing only the clinical or angiographic features.
Patients with abnormal AMR and pQFR had worse clinical outcomes than those in
other groups. Third, although CABG reduced the risk of MACCE for patients with
abnormal ntQFR and AMR, it did not reduce this risk for those with normal pQFR and
AMR.

In ischemia with non-obstructive coronary microvascular disease (INOCA),
myocardial ischemia and symptoms are caused by CMD, either alone or in
combination with CAD*®. Prior research has demonstrated that in patients without
flow-limiting epicardial stenosis, microvascular disease increases the risk of
cardiovascular events'’*®, Recurrent or persistent angina, even in patients receiving
effective PCI or CABG treatment, may be determined in part by CMD. In these cases,
angina results from complex, multifactorial, structural, and functional causes®.
However, hyperemic microvascular resistance (HMR) and IMR are rarely used
clinically despite CMD's prognostic potential. Their use is limited by cost, procedural
time, patient discomfort from intravenous adenosine infusion, and increased
procedural risk from manipulating a pressure wire in the infarcted artery. Based on
computational flow analysis, several angiography-based solutions against invasive
IMR have been proposed and validated for CMD investigation®>??, During routine
angiographic evaluations, AMR demonstrated its effectiveness as a viable substitute
for wire-based IMR measurements in patients with suspected or known CADZ. This
study’s findings indicated that AMR independently predicted MACCE in all patients.
The Youden test indicated that the optimal cutoff value for AMR in the ROC analysis
for MACCE was 2.50 mmHg*s/cm, with an estimated AUC of 0.75 (95% CI:
0.72-0.79). This proves that AMR has good predictive value for this group of patients.
We also demonstrated that lesions with a baseline AMR > 2.50 mmHg*s/cm showed a
higher likelihood of triggering an adverse MACCE event. AMR is easy to measure,
which makes it a desirable addition to risk stratification, especially for
angiographically stenotic intermediate lesions, which warrant further study.

Further, we found that pQFR combined with AMR was very good in stratifying the
risk in patients with intermediate coronary stenoses who did not receive CABG. The
fractional flow reserve (FFR) and pQFR can then be used to guide PCI strategies, as
numerous studies have demonstrated the relationship between coronary physiologic
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assessment indices and clinical outcomes®*?. Based on these insights, it has been
suggested that FFR and pQFR could be used to guide target arteries for CABG.
Finally, some researchers believe that CABG prolongs life expectancy, and using FFR
to direct revascularization is not as logical for CABG as it is for PCI?’. Our study
explored the guiding value of coronary artery physiologic assessment indices in
CABG from a new perspective. For patients with intermediate coronary stenoses who
did not receive CABG, those with both normal pQFR and AMR had significantly
lower MACCE than those with normal uQFR or AMR alone (Figure 3). Meanwhile,
compared with both normal pQFR and AMR (Group A), both abnormal pQFR and
AMR (Group D) carried the highest risk for MACCE (Figure 4). After finding this
interesting result, we compared the effects of CABG on these different risk groups.
For patients with both abnormal pQFR and AMR, MACCE reduced significantly in
the CABG group compared to the Defer group. Conversely, for patients with both
normal pQFR and AMR, both groups had a similar risk of MACCE. And the results
were consistent in the initial patients and patients after PSM or IPTW matching
(Figures 5 6). These results demonstrate that in patients with intermediate coronary
stenoses, CABG is beneficial in the cohort with both abnormal pQFR and AMR
cohort but not in those with normal pQFR and AMR. This may be explained by the
improved microvascular resistance in the abnormal pQFR and AMR cohorts due to
CABG-induced epicardial coronary stenosis relief, leading to increased myocardial
perfusion. Despite the widespread belief that PCI or CABG do not affect
microvascular resistance, a previous study demonstrated that after coronary
revascularization, increased distal coronary pressure significantly reduced the
microvascular resistance index?. Similarly, findings from the current study indicate
that combining pQFR with AMR can effectively identify patients with intermediate
coronary stenoses who may benefit from CABG and those who could be safely
deferred.

Study limitations

First, this study has the inherent drawbacks of a retrospective registry, even with the
large sample size and follow-up duration. As a result, a prospective randomized study
is required to confirm these conclusions. Second, AMR relies on angiography, image
quality, and optimal projection. For this study’s AMR analysis, we excluded 4.5% of
the patients because the angiographic image was of low quality. Third, selection bias
may have occurred because the final decision for CABG was at the operator’s
discretion. Although the results of the multivariable adjusted analysis were consistent
with the PSM and IPTW analysis, it is important to take into account the potential
impact of unmeasured bias.

CONCLUSIONS

In the 5-year-follow-up evaluation, AMR independently predicted MACCE in patients
with intermediate coronary stenoses. The treatment strategy’s prognostic values varied,
with significant interaction, based on the pfQFR and AMR. CABG was associated with
a lower risk of MACCE compared with the deferral strategy when both nQFR and


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.22.23298932

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.22.23298932; this version posted November 23, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

AMR were abnormal. In contrast, at normal pnQFR and AMR, patients in both CABG
and Defer groups had similar MACCE outcomes. The combination of pQFR and
AMR can help stratify risk and guide treatment strategies for patients with
intermediate coronary stenoses.
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