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BnuaHue HecooTBeTCTBUSA «NaLUEHT —

NnpoTe3» Ha 0TAa/NIEHHbIE pe3ylibTaThbl Jie4YEHUA
nocJsie npoTte3nposaHnUA aopTasibHOrro

KNanaHa 61Mosiornyeckum NPOTE30M:
peTpocneKTueHoeoaHoLUEeHTpoOBOenUccieago0BaHue.

B.B. Basbines, [.C. Tynrycos, P.M. Babykos™, ®.J1. Baptow, A.WU. Mukynsk, A.B. JléBuHa

OrBY «DenepanbHblil LEHTP CEpAEUHO-COCYANUCTON XMpyprin» MuHaapasa Poccum, Mensa, Poccus

AHHOTALIMA

06ocHoBaHMe. HecMOTps Ha MHOrOYMCIIEHHbIE UCC/IE0BaHMS, B HACTOSILLEE BPEMS COXPAHSAETCSA HEOAHO3HAYHOCTb BbIBOJOB BIUSIHUSA HECO-
0TBETCTBUS «NpoTe3 — nauueHT» (HIM) Ha oTAanéHHbIe pe3ynbTaThl NOC/e NPOTE3UPOBaHUs aopTasibHOro KnanaHa (AK).

Lenb. Ouenuts BanaHue HIM Ha oTaaneHHbIe pe3ynbTaThl y nauueHToB nocne Koppekuun AK buonornyeckuM npoTtesom.

Matepuan u MeToAbl. PeTpocneKTUBHO NpoaHaNM3npoBaHbl aHHble 231 naumeHTa (M3 HUx 151 My4MH, cpeiHMi Bo3pacT 67+5 net 1 80 3KeH-
LLMH, CpeaHui Bo3pacT 66+4,8 net), koTopbiM ¢ siHBapsa 2010 no aekabpb 2018 roga B ®IEY «®epnepanbHbi LEHTP CepAeYHO-COCYANCTON
xupyprum» (leH3a) bbino BbiNosHeHo npoTesupoBanue AK Buoniornieckum npoTesom.

Pe3synbratbl. YMepenHoe HIM npucytcTBoBano y 131 (56%), Taxénoe —y 1(0,7%) naumeHTa. HaMu He ycTaHOBNIEHO 3HAYMMBIX Pa3fIMYMiA B ro-
cnuTanbHoi netanbHocTh y naumenTos ¢ HIM v 6e3 Hero. B otaanéxHom nepuoge y naumnentos ¢ HIMM oTMeyancs 6onee MeaneHHas perpeccus
Macchl JIeBOr0 ey04Ka U BOCCTAHOB/NEHWE €70 KOHTPAKTUNbHOM GYHKLMK. He Bbino BbISBNIEHO 3HAUUMON Pa3HULbI B BbIXMBAEMOCTH B OT-
[anéHHOM nepuoe HabntofeHns Mexay naunentamu ¢ HIM v 6e3 HIIM: 77,7 u 79% cooTBeTcTBEHHO (p=0,6). TaKKe He 0OHaPYKEHO 3HAYUMBIX
pasnnymii No YacToTe pa3BUTUS HONBLUMX COCYAUCTbIX CODBLITUIA: CBOOOAA OT HebnaronpuaTHbIX CobbITUi cocTaBuna 90 n 91% cooTBETCTBEHHO
(p=0,7). 3admKcupoBaHa TeHAEHUMA K Bonee YacToW rocnuTanu3auun no noBofLy 060CTPEHUS XPOHUYECKON CepAeYHOI HeA0CTaTOYHOCTH
(XCH) B rpynne nauwmenToB c HIM B cpaBHeHuu ¢ nauueHTamm 6e3 Hero: 63,8 1 78% (oTHowweHue puckos, OP=1,6; 95% noBepuTenbHbI MHTEp-
Ban, i1 0,93-2,1; p=0,007). KpoMe Toro, Habntoaanack TeHAEHLMSA K YBEMYEHUIO CTPYKTYPHOMN AereHepaLmm buonornieckoro Knanaxa s rpyn-
ne ¢ HIM B cpaBHenuu ¢ rpynnon 6e3 HIM: 76 1 87% cootBetcTBEHHO (OP=1,4; 95% 1IN 1,43,1; p=0,01). MpeAMKTOpaMu pUCKa rocnuTanmsaumm
Mo NpPUYUHE BbI3BaHHOM 060cTpeHneM XCH Obin paHee nepeHecEHHbIN MHDAPKT Muokapaa v HIM (0P=0,4; 95% OW 0,2-0,9; p=0,04 v OP=1,5;
95% [N 0,9-2; p=0,005 cooTBETCTBEHHO). HE3aBMCHUMBIM NpeLMKTOPOM CTPYKTYPHOW AereHepaLmm B1oornieckoro npoTesa B 0TAANEHHOM
nepuoae HabnoaeHus okasanca dpakt Hanmums HIM (OP=2; 95% [N 0,85-4,1; p=0,01).

3akntouenue. HIM - yacToe ocnoxHeHne nocne npote3vpoBaHna AK bronormyeckum npotesoM, KOTOPOe CBSA3aHO ¢ bosiee MeLNEHHO pe-
rpeccueii Macchl IEBOTO XeJTyA0YKa, NOBLILLEHHBIM PUCKOM CTPYKTYPHOI AereHepaLmm KianaHa 1 YuCIoM rocnuTanmsaumi no nosogy obo-
cTpenust XCH.

KntoueBbie c/10Ba: aopTasibHblil CTEHO3, HECOOTBETCTBUE «TIPOTE3 — MALMEHT», BUONOTMYECKUIA KNanaH

Iina uutuposanus: basbines B.B., Tynrycos [1.C., babykos P.M., baptow @.J1., Mukynsk A.W., JléBuHa A.B. BnusiHue HecooTBeTCTBUS «MNpo-
T€3 — NaLMeHT» Ha 0TAANEHHbIE pe3yNbTaThl JIeYeHUs Noc/e NpoTe3UpPOBaHMsA aopTabHOro KianaHa b1MonornyecknM npoTe3oM: peTpocreK-
TMBHOE OfiHOLeHTpoBoe UccnenoBaHme. CardioCoMatuka. 2022;13(3):XXX-XXX. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17816/CS87618

OB0CHOBAHUE

HecootBeTcTBUE «NpoTe3 — nauneHT» (HMM) — aTo HecTpyKTyp-
Has NaTonorus NpoTe3UpoBaHHOro aopTanbHoro knanaHa (AK) cepa-
L1a, BO3HMKalOLLas Npu HECOOTBETCTBUM Niowagn 3hdeKTMBHOrO
0TBEpPCTUS HOpMasbHO (YHKLMOHMpYIOLLEro NpoTe3a pa3Mmepy Tena
nauueHTa, YTO MPUBOAUT K BO3HUKHOBEHWK aHOMAbHO BbICOKMX
TpaHcnpoTe3Hbix rpaguenToB [1]. YacTtoTta ymepenHoro HIMM nocne

npote3upoBaHus (AK) coctanset 20-70%, Toraa Kak Taxénoe HIMN
BCTpeyaeTcs 3HauuTeNbHo pexe (o1 2 go 10%) [2, 3].

Pan nccnepoBaHuin cBUAETENLCTBYET O TOM, YTO Y NaLUEHTOB
nocne npoteaupoBaHua AK HIM MoxeT oka3biBaTb HeraTuBHoe
B/IMSIHME HA MPOTHO3, a TaK)Xe Ha YMeHbLUeHWe MacChl MUOKapAa
neBoro xenynouka (JIXK), uto conpoBoxgaeTcs HU3KMMU NMoKa3sa-
TeNAMU BbIXXMBAEMOCTU U 6onee BbICTPON CTPYKTYPHOI AereHe-

CMUCOK COKPALLEHUI

AK — aopTtanbHbit KnanaH

AC — aopTanbHbiii cTeHo3

[N — noBepuTenbHbIA UHTEPBAN

WUMT — uHaeKc macchbl Tena

K00 JIX — KoHeYHblii gruacTonmyeckuii 06bEM NeBOro Xenyaoyka
KCO JIX — KoHeuYHbIN CUCTONMYECKUIA 06EM NIEBOr0 XeyA0u4Ka
JIK - neBobilt xenynoyex

HIM (PPM) — HecooTBeTCTBUE «NPOTE3 — MALMUEHT»

OHMK - ocTpoe HapyLLeHWe MO3roBOro KpoBoobpaLleHus

OP — oTHOLLEHME PUCKOB

OLLl - oTHOLUEHME LWaHCOB

COJ1A — cucTonunyeckoe AaBeHne B NEr0YHON apTepum

YO JIXX — ynapHbIii 06BEM neBoro xenyaoyka

OB JIXK - dpakuus Bblbpoca NeBOro xenyaoyxa

OK — dhyHKLMOHaNbHbIA KNacc XpOHUYECKOI CepeYHOI HeA0CTAaTOYHOCTH
XOBJT - xpoHnyecKas 06CcTpyKTUBHasA Bonie3Hb NErKuUx

XCH — xpoHnyeckas cepieyHas HeJ0CTaTOYHOCTb

DVI - nonnnepoBCKMM MHLEKC CKOPOCTH

EOA — nnowapb apdheKTUBHOro 0TBEPCTUA

GLSJIXK - rnobanbHas npoponbHas aedopMaLms neBoro Xenynodka
Gmax — MaKcUMarbHbli TpaHCaopTasbHbIN FpagueHT

Gmean — cpefiHWiA TPaHCAOPTasbHbIN FPaUEHT AaBNIEHUS

iEOA — nHpeKc nnowaam 3¢ deKTUBHOro 0TBEPCTUS

NYHA — New York Heart Association (Hulo-Mopkckan kapauonoruyeckas
accouuauma)
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ORIGINAL STUDY

Influence of prosthetic patient mismatch on long-term
results in patients after aortic valve replacement

with a biological prosthesis: retrospective single
center study

Vladlen V. Bazylev, Dmitriy S. Tungusov, Ruslan M. Babukov"?, Fedor L. Bartosh, Artur I. Mikulyak, Alena V. Levina

Federal Center of Cardiovascular Surgery, Penza, Russia

ABSTRACT

Background. Despite numerous studies, ambiguity remains at present regarding the impact of prosthesis-patient mismatch (PPM) on long-
term outcomes after aortic valve (AV) replacement.

Objective. This study evaluates the effect of PPM on long-term results in patients after AV replacement with a biological prosthesis.

Material and methods. We retrospectively analyzed the data of 231 patients who underwent AV replacement with a biological prosthesis
from 2010 to 2018 at the Penza Federal Center of Cardiovascular Surgery. Patients were implanted with the following biological prostheses:
Medtronic Mosaic, Edwards PERIMOUNT, Biocor.

Results. Moderate PPM was present in 131 patients (56%), and severe PPM in 1 patient (0.7%). The mean follow-up was 78.8+32 months. There
were no significant differences in hospital mortality in patients with and without PPM, 4 (3%) and 3 (2,9%), respectively, p=0.9. In the long-term
period, patients with PPM showed a slower regression of left ventricle (LV) mass and recovery of LV contractile function than patients without
PPM, p=0.05. There was no significant difference in survival in the long-term follow-up period between patients with and without PPM long-
term survival, 77.7% and 79%, respectively, p=0.6. Also, there were no significant differences in major adverse cardiac events and the freedom
from adverse events was 90% and 91%; p=0.7. However, there was a tendency to more frequent hospitalization for chronic heart failure (CHF)
exacerbation in the patient group with PPM than in those without PPM, 63.8% and 78%; HR 1.6; 95% CI 0.93-2.1, p=0.007. There was also a
tendency for an increased biological valve structural degeneration in the group with PPM than in the group without PPM 76% and 87%, HR
1.4; 95% CI 1.4-3.1, p=0.01 According to the Cox regression, the overall postoperative mortality predictors were diabetes mellitus, vascular
atherosclerosis HR 5; 95% Cl 1.2-22, p=0.04 and HR 2.9; 95% Cl 1.4-6.6, p=0.01 respectively. Predictors of the risk of hospitalization due to CHF
exacerbation were previous myocardial infarction and PPM HR 0.4; 95% CI 0.2-0.9, p=0.04 and HR 1,5; 95% Cl 0.9-2; p=0.005, respectively PPM
HR 2; 95% Cl 0.85-4.1, p=0.01.

Conclusion. PPM is a common complication after AV replacement with a biological prosthesis. It is associated with a slower regression of LV
mass, an increased risk of structural valve degeneration, and hospitalizations for exacerbated heart failure.

Keywords: aortic stenosis, patient prosthetic mismatch, biological valve
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pauueli 6M0N0rMYecKnUx NpoTe30B B CPaBHEHUM C NaLMeHTaMu be3
HIM [4-8]. TeM He MeHee B pAfe ApYyrux uccnenoBaHuin coobula-
nocb, yto HIM He BNIMAeT Ha 3aMefNieHWe perpeccun runeptpodum,
HebnaronpusTHble CepAeYHO-COCYAUCTbIE COOBITUSA, @ TaKkKe Ha
KPaTKOCPOYHYH W OTAANEHHYH0 BbIXKMBaeMOCTb NaumeHToB [9-14].
TakuM obpa3oM, ocTaéTtca oTKpbITbiM Bonpoc BausaHus HIIM Ha
OTLanéHHble pe3ynbTaThl IEYEHWUS NALMEHTOB C A0PTaNbHbIM CTe-
HO30M.

Lenb uccneposanus — oueHutb BauaHue HIM Ha oToanéxHble
pe3ynbraThl Y NaLMEHTOB Nocsie Xupyprudeckomn koppekumuu AK buo-
NOTUYECKUM MPOTE30M.

MATEPWAN N METObI

JU3AWAH UCCNENOBAHUSA

lpoBefeHO PeTpOCMeKTMBHOE OLHOLEHTPOBOE WCCNefoBaHWe
231 nauuenta (151 MyuMHa, cpefHUii BospacT 67+5 net u 80 xeH-
LLMH, CPeAHUIA BO3PacT 66+4,8 neT), KOTOPLIM ObINO BbIMNOSHEHO MPo-
TeaupoBaHue AK bruonornyeckum npoTesoM.

yCNoBUd NPOBEJEHUA

WUccneposanue BoinonHanm ¢ suBapsa 2010 no gekabpb 2018 roga
Ha 6ase OIBY «DeaepanbHblii LIEHTP CepPLEYHO-COCYANUCTON XMpYp-
rum» (MeH3a).

METO/1bl OLLEHKM LIENIEBBIX NOKA3ATE/EN

MauueHtam 6bIMM MMNAAHTUPOBaHbI chepytolime buonoruye-
cKue npoTe3bl: Medtronic Mosaic (CLLUA), Edwards (CLUA) PERIMOUNT
(CLLIA), Biocor (CLLIA).

BceM nauueHTaM BbINMONMHANM TPaHCTOPaKaNbHOE 3XOKapauo-
rpaduyeckoe uccnesoBaHue B COOTBETCTBUM C COBPEMEHHBIMU pe-
KoMeHAaauuamm [9]. TpaHcaopTanbHble rpafueHTbl KpOBOTOKA Bblin
MoJy4YeHbl NOCTOSAHHO-BOIHOBBIM [LOMMIEPOM U3 UHTErpasioB CKOpO-
CTU KPOBOTOKA M0 YNPOLLEHHON GopMyne bepHynnu:

G=4V?

YnapHblii 00bEM nesoro xenygodka (YO JIXK) paccuntbiBanm us
MHTErpasioB CKOPOCTH, NONyYeHHOI B BbiHOCALWeM TpakTe JIXK ¢ no-
MolLLbo uMnynbcHoro gonnnepa. Uuaekc YO JIXK paccumtbiBanm Kak
oTHoLweHue YO JIX K nnowaawm nosepxHocTu Tena. MNnowanb adpdek-
TuBHoro oteepctua AK (EOA) paccuntbiBanu no dpopmyne:

EOA=SV / VTI,
roe SV - Y0 JIXK, VT| — uxterpan nuHenHom ckopoctu Ha AK.

MporHosupyemasa nnowaab 3¢dektusHoro oteepcTus (EOA)
bbina nonyyeHa u3 onybsMKOBaHHLIX HOpMasbHbIX 3HaveHui EOA
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Tabnuua 1. CpaBHMTeNbHAs NpejonepaLMoHHas XxapaKTepucTMKa naLeHToB

Table 1. Comparative preoperative characteristics of patients

MNokasatenu HIN (n=130) bes HNM (n=101) p
Bospacr, net 67+5 66+4,7 0,9
UMT, kr/m? 30+4,6 28,6+5,0 0,06
MNT, M? 1,9+0,17 1,86+0,17 0,3
CaxapHbint guaber, n (%) 15(11,5) 10 (10) 0,8
Euro SCORE | 9,7+8 108,8 0,5
AptepuanbHas runeptensus, n (%) 122 (94) 93(92) 0,6
Atepocknepos nepudepudeckux aptepui, n (%) 40 (31) 58 (58) 0,01
MynbTUdoKanbHbI aTepocknepos, n (%) 19 (14) 30(29) 0,01
Hapywenue byHKuum noyex, n (%) 38(29) 31(30,6) 0,08
XOBJ1, n (%) 17 (13) 15(15,8) 0,1
Oubpunnsaums npeacepami, n (%) 18 (13,8) 19 (18) 0,05
MepeHeceHHbI UHDapKT MMoKapaa, n (%) 22(17) 20(19) 0,2
OHMK, n (%) 8(6) 5(5) 0,7
KpeaTuHuH, MkMonb/n 10425 102+25 0,05
[eMorno6uu, r/an 13517 13217 0,4
CouetanHoe KL, n (%) 20 (33) 23(37) 0,08
Bpems uwemmun, MuH 88+37 97+38 0,06
Bpems MK, MuH 12663 13763 0,09
OK Il (NYHA), n (%) 36 (28) 30(29) 0,2
OK Il (NYHA), n (%) 89 (68) 67 (66) 0,7
OK IV (NYHA), n (%) 5(3,8) 4(4) 0,1
Cpentuin ®K (NYHA) 2,7+0,57 2,6£0,57 0,2
6-MUHYTHBIA TECT, M 240456, 280+70 236450, 300485 0,07
NpumMeuanue. 3gecb 1 B 1abn. 2, 3: HIM — HecooTBETCTBUE «MALMEHT — MPOTE3».
WUMT — uHpekc maccel Tena, MNMNT - nnowapab noBepxHocTyn Tena, Euro SCORE - EBponeiickas cucteMa oLEHKM pUCKa ceplleHH0-COCYANUCTBIX
3abonesaHwuii (https://www.euroscore.org/index.php?id=17), XOBJI — xpoHuueckas obcTpykTMBHas bonesHb nerkux, OHMK — ocTpoe HapyLeHue
Mo3roBoro kposoobpaluerus, KLU - kopoHapHoe WwyHTMpoBanme, UK — uckyccTeeHHoe Kposoobpallenme, OK — dyHKUMOHaNbHBIA Kiacc
XpoHUYecKoii cepaeyHoit HegoctatouHocTv no NYHA, NYHA — Helo-MopKckas kapavonoruyeckas accoumuaums.
Note. (here and in Tabl. 2, 3): HIM - patient prosthetic mismatch.
UMT - body mass index, MNT - body surface area, Euro SCORE - European Cardiovascular Disease Risk Assessment System (https://www.euroscore.
org/index.php?id=17), XOBJ1 - chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, OHMK — acute cerebrovascular accident, KLUl — coronary bypass surgery,
WK - artificial blood circulation, ®K - functional class of chronic heart failure according to NYHA, NYHA — New York Cardiological Association.

in vivo Lns Kaxaon Mogenu u pasMepa npotesa, UMNAaHTUPOBAHHO-

ro B 37OV KOropTe NauueHToB.

« HIIM onpeaensanu Kak KNMHUYECKN HE3HAYMMOE, eCNIW MPOrHO3M-
pyeMas UHAEKCMpOBaHHasA nnowaab 3¢deKTUBHOro 0TBEpCTUSA
(iEOA) 6bina >0,85 cM2/M2.

«  HIM cuntanu ymepeHHbiM npu iEOA >0,65, yj <0,85 cm2/M?,

« HIN pacuennBanu Kak Taxénoe npu iEOA <0,65 cM?/M?,

Y NauUMeHTOB C BbIPaXeHHbIM 0XXUPEHWEM — C MHOEKCOM Macchl
Tena (UMT) >30 kr/m? — TaxénsiM HIM cuntanm iEOA <0,60, ymepeH-
HbiM 0T 70 g0 60, KNMHUYECKU He3HauuMbIM >70 cm?/M? [15].

JlonnnepoBcKKe MHAEKCHI CKOPOCTU ONPeAENsn KaK OTHOLLEHUe
MHTEerpana JIMHeMHON CKOPOCTW KPOBOTOKaA B BblHOCALLeM TpakTe JIK
K MHTEerpany nMHenHo CKopocTu KpoBoToKa Ha AK. Moka3atens Bpe-
MEHM YCKOPEHWUs! KPOBOTOKA Obln onpeaenéH Kak MHTepBan Mexay
HayasioM CUCTONIMYECKOT0 KPOBOTOKA M €ro MaKCUMasbHOM CKOpo-
cTbto. PacyéT rnobanbHoii npogonbHoin gedopmaumm JIXK BbicuMTbI-
Ba/IM KaK cpefiHee 3HaueHWe NpOAo/bHOI fedopMaLuu B annKanb-
HbIX 2-, 3- U 4-KaMepHbIX NPOEKLMAX B MOJlyaBTOHOMHOM peXuMe
METOLOM CMeK/-TpekuHra. [ucyHKkumio buonoruyeckoro npotesa

onpeAensy no NosB/EHUI0 YMePEHHO! MW BbIpaXKeHHO! aopTab-
HOIA peryprutaumu 1 yBenmdeHuio CpeiHero TpaHcaopTabHoro rpa-
AneHTa (Gpean) =10 MM PT. CT. B CPaBHEHWM CO 3HAYEHUEM, MOSyYEH-
HbIM Ha roCMMTasbHOM 3Tare.

MUCX0Abl UCCNTELOBAHUA U METObI UX PETUCTPALIUU
MepBHYHbIE KOHEYHbIE TOYKM B UCCIIEA0BAHNM:
e NeTanbHble UCX0AbI OT N0bbIX NPUYMH;
«  DonbluMe cepLeyHo-CoCcyaNUCTbIe COBLITUS (MHCYNLTLI, MHDAPKTHI
BHe3anHas cepAeyHas CMepTb);
e TOCMMTanM3auus, CBS3aHHasA C 000CTPeHMEeM CepaeyHoit Hepo-
CTaTOYHOCTH;
e CTPYKTYpHas AereHepauus OUONOrMYeCcKOro KnanaHa.
lMoBTOpHas rocnutanMsaums onpeaensnach Kak nwbas rocnu-
Tanu3sauus B CBA3M C NpoLeAYPON, KNanaHoM AN CepAeYHON Hepo-
CTaTOYHOCTbIO MOCNe BbIMUCKM M3 CTauuoHapa. [pu3Hakamu pere-
Hepauun AK cuntanm yBenuyenme Gpea, =10 MM pT. CT. OT UCXOLHOTO
3HaYeHMSA U perncTpaLmio yMepeHHON UK BblpaXKeHHOI aopTanbHO
peryprutauum [16].
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Tabnuua 2. MpepsonepaunoHHble 3XoKapAUOrpaduyeckme XapaKTepUCTUKU NaLUEHTOB
Table 2. Preoperative echocardiographic characteristics of patients
MNoka3atenu HMN (n=130) Bes HNM (n=101) P
KOO JIX, mn 141478 148457, 0,06
KCO JIXK, mn 60+43 6351 0,6
OB XK, % 58+12 56+13 0,5
Mupexc YO JIK, mn/m? 35,7+6 37+3 0,06
GLSIXK, % 9+3,2 9,4+2,8 0,05
MHpekc 06bEMa nesoro npeacepaus L4417 53+10 0,03
Macca JIXK, r 298474 292474 0,3
MHpexc maceol T, r/m? 155439 156+39 0,6
Grnaxy MM PT. CT. 83+60 80+60 0,09
Grneans MM PT. CT. 46+20 L6+24 0,09
EOA, cm? 0,92+0,3 0,9+0,3 0,2
iEOA, cM?/M? 0,48+0,15 0,48+0,15 09
DVI 0,2+0,4 0,2+0,4 0,4
CAJIA, MM pT. CT. 36417, 3315 39417, 35417 0,08
Npumeyanue. K0 — KoHeuHblii AnacTonuyeckuii 06bEM nesoro xenynodka (JIX), KCO — koHeuHblii cuctonmueckuin 06bém JIXK, OB JIK — dpakuus
Bblbpoca JIXK, unaekc YO JIK — unpekc ynapHoro o6béma JIXK, GLSJTXK - rnobanbHas npogonsHas gedopmaums JIHK, G, — MaKCUManbHbI
TpaHcaopTanbHbIA rpasyeHT AaBnenus, Gpq., — CPeAHWI TpaHCaopTaNbHbIA rpaaueHT Aasnenus, EOA — nnowaapb addeKTUBHOr0 0TBEPCTUSA
aopTanbHoOro knanawa, iEOA — uHaekc nnowaam aGdexTUBHOro 0TBEPCTUA aopTasbHOro Knanaxa, DVl — gonnnepoBcKuii MHLEKC CKOpOCTH,
COJIA — cucTonuyeckoe faBneHue B IEFOYHOI apTepum.
Note. K0 - final end diastolic volume of left ventricle (LV), KCO - final systolic volume of LV, ®B JIX - ejection fraction of LV, YO JIX - index shock
volume LV, GLSJIXK - lobal longitudinal deformation of LV, Gmax — maximum transaortic gradient, Gmean — mean transaortic pressure gradient,
EOA - aortic valve effective orifice area, iEOA - index of aortic valve area, DVl — dimensionless index, CLLJ1A - systolic pressure in the pulmonary
artery.
AHAJIU3 B MNOArPYNNAX HUX 37 (28%) xeHLLMH, cpeiHUiA Bo3pacT 67+5 net] n 6e3 Hero [n=101,

BKNt0YEHHbIE B @HaNW3 NaumMeHThl OblIn pa3feneHbl Ha 2 Fpynnbl:
e l-arpynna - 130 nauneHToB ¢ HIM, n3 HUX 37 JeHLIWH, CpeaHMN
BO3pacT 67+5 neT;
e 2-arpynna— 101 nauueHT 6e3 HIM, u3 HUX 43 KEeHLIWH, CpeaHMI
BO3pacT 66+4,7 ner.

CTATUCTUYECKUNA AHANU3

CTaTUCTUYECKUIA aHaNM3 AaHHbIX NPOBOAMIM C MOMOLLbI LeMo-
Bepcum SPSS Statistics v. 22 (IBM, CLLA). laHHble npeacTaBneHbl Kak
CpefiHee 3HaueHue 1 cTaHaapTHoe oTKnoHeHue (M + SD) nnbo B abco-
NIOTHBIX 3Ha4eHuAX (n) u ux gonsx (%). 3HaUUMOCTb pasnnunii Mexay
KauyeCTBEHHbIMM NPU3HAKaMM paccymTbIBaAM NPY NOMOLLM Henapame-
Tpuyecknx MetofoB (U-kputepuit MaHHa—Yuthu, p <0,05), Ans Konm-
YeCTBEHHbIX NOKa3aTenei —nocpeaAcTBoM t-Kputepus CTbrofeHTa (ons
He3aBucuMbIX rpynn). KateropuanbHble nepeMeHHble 0603Ha4anm B %
U CpaBHMBaM C NPUMEHEHMEM COOTBETCTBYIOLLEro Kputepus lupco-
Ha X2 unn ToyHoro Kputepus Ouiwepa. Pasnuuma cuutanu cTatucTu-
4ecKu 3HaumMMbiMu npu p <0,05. MHOXKECTBEHHYH TOTUCTUYECKYHO pe-
rPeccuio NpUMEHSIM AN ONpejesieHns NPeauKTOPoB roCNUTaNbHOM
neTanbHocTH, perpeccuio Kokca ucnonb3oBanu Ans BuIBAEHNS Npe-
OMKTOPOB MO3LHUX COOLITUIA. 3HAUMMOCTb NOSTYYEHHbIX PE3YSbTaToB
0603Hayanm oTHowweHueM LwaHcos (OLL) u puckos (OP) ¢ 95% posepu-
TeNbHbIMK MHTepBanamm ([M). 06w as 6eccobbITHiiHas BbIXKUBAEMOCTb
bbina npoaHanusupoBaHa no Metony Kannana—Meiiepa.

PE3VJIbTATHI

YYACTHUKU UCCNIELOBAHUA

lpoaHanu3unpoBaHbl faHHble 231 nauueHTa, KOTOpbIM BbIN0 Bbi-
nosHeHo npotesupoBanue AK buonormyeckum npote3om. B xoge uc-
Cef0BaHMA nauueHToB pasgenunun Ha 2 rpynnbl: ¢ HIM [n=130, u3

U3 HUX 43 (42,5%) eHLLMH, cpeLHUIA BO3pacT 66+4,7 neT].

[loonepaunoHHble MopdodyHKLMOHaNbHBIE W 3XOKapAMorpa-
(uyeckMe [aHHble YYaCTHUKOB MCCNE0BaHUA NpefCTaBfieHbl B
Tabn. 1, 2. YMepeHnHoe HIM npucytctBoBano y 131 (56%), Tsménoe —
y 1 (0,7%) obcnenyemoro. He bbiio 0bHapyxeHo pasnuunii Mexay
rpynnou nauuenToB ¢ HIM v 6e3 Hero, 40 nauneHTaM ¢ npegnonarae-
MbIM pUCKOM BblpaxeHHoro HIM bbina BbinonHeHa aHHynopacLups-
loLLas nnacTuKa KopHa aopTbl. Mnowaab adbdeKTUBHOro 0TBEPCTUS
AK B 6amxaiileM nocneonepauuoHHoM nepuoge bbina nosyyeHa us
onybnMKoBaHHbIX HOpMasbHbIX 3HaueHuit EOA in vivo pna Kampoin
MOLEeNM M pa3Mepa NpoTes3a, UMNAHTMPOBAHHOMO B 3TOM KoropTe
naumenTos [17].

OCHOBHbIE PE3YJIbTATbI UICCNNIELOBAHUA

CpepHee 3Hauenune EOA u iEOA y naumentoB c HIM 6biio 3Ha-
YMTENbHO MeHblUe B CPaBHEHWM ¢ nauueHTamu 6e3 HIIM (1,48+0,1 u
1,8+0,3 cM? cooTeetcTBeHHo p <0,001 0,77+0,04 u 140,13 cootset-
ctBeHHo p <0,001). CpeaHuit nepuop, HabnofeHns coctasun 78,8432
MecsLEB, 3a BpeMs HabnogeHus 3apernctpupoBaHo 68 (29%) ne-
TanbHbIX MCX0A0B. He ObIN0 YCTaHOBNEHO 3HAYNUMBbIX pa3fiMyMii B ro-
CNUTaNbHOM NeTanbHocTh — 4 (3%) 1 3 (2,9%) cooTBeTCTBEHHO (p=0,9).
B otnanénHoM nepuoge Habnwoaenus y nauuentos 6e3 HIM otmeve-
Ha bonee bbicTpas perpeccus Maccol JIXK 1 BoccTaHOBNEHMS €ro KOH-
TPaKTU/bHOW GYHKUMM B cpaBHeHuUu ¢ naumentamm ¢ HIM (p=0,05;
Tabn. 3). Take He 0OHaPYKEHO 3HAUMMOIA Pa3HMLIbI B BbIXKMBAEMO-
CTU B OTA,ANEHHOM nepuoge HabnoaeHns mexay naumeHtamu c HIM
u 6e3 Hero: 77,7 u 79% cootBeTcTBeHHO (p=0,6; puc. 1). He 3aduKcu-
POBaHO M 3HAYMUMBbIX pa3/Mumii Mo YacToTe PasBUTUA DONbLLKX COCY-
ANCTbIX cObbITUI: CBOBOAA OT HebnaronpuATHbIX COBLITHIA cOCcTaBUNa
90 1 91% cootBeTcTBEHHO (p=0,7; puc. 2).
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Tabnuua 3. CpaBHUTeNbHas Tabnuua oTAaNEHHBIX 3X0KapAMorpaduyeckuxX XapaKTepUcTUK NaLueHToB
Table 3. Comparative table of long-term echocardiographic characteristics of patients

Moka3sarenu HNN (n=130) Bes HMM (n=101) p
UMT, Kr/™? 30+4,8 29+5,0 0,07
MNNT, M? 1,92+0,17 1,89+0,17 0,1
KOO0 JIK, mn 128457 121155 0,05
KCO JIXK, mn 46+18 4016 0,05
OB JIX, % 6312 65+13 0,05
3ddexTnBHbIA MHaekc YO JIXK, mn/m? 3745 3845 0,09
GLSIXK, % 154 17,2+4,4 0,03
MHpekc 06bEMa nesoro npeacepans 42+14 38415 0,04
Macca JIK, r 256+67 223450 0,01
WHaeke Maceol JIK, r/m? 134+26 11722 0,01
Perpeccus unpexca Maccbl JIXK, r/m? 2110 39+14 0,001
Grnaxs MM PT. CT. 3514 24410 0,008
Grmeans MM PT. CT. 18,58,8 12,645,5 0,004
EOA, c™? 1,4+0,24 1,7+0,3 0,005
iEQA, cm?/M? 0,73£0,13 0,90,16 0,005
DvI 0,4+0,1 0,57+0,15 0,004
CONA, MM pT. cT. 33+15 35417 0,09
Npumeyanue. UMT - nHaekc Maccel Tena, MNT — nnowapab nosepxHocTv Tena, KJ10 — KoHeuHbIii fuacTonnyeckuii 06bEM nesoro xenyaouka (J1XK),
KCO — KoHeuHbI cucTonmnyeckuii 06beM JIXK, OB JIK — dpakums Boibpoca JIXK, unpekc YO JIXK — uHpexc ynapHoro o6béma J1XK,
GLSJI — rnobanbHas npogonbHas nedopMauus JIXK, Gp., — MaKCUManbHbI TpaHCA0PTaNbHbINA FPAAVEHT LaBNEHUS, Gpean — CPEAHUIA
TpaHcaopTanbHblii rpasueHT fasneHus, EOA — nnowanb addeKTUBHOro 0TBEpPCTUS aopTabHOro KnanaHa, iEOA — uhaekc nnowwaam addekTueHoro
0TBEpCTUs aopTasibHOro KnanaHa, DVI — nonnnepoBckuil HAeKc ckopocTy, COJIA — cucTonuyeckoe faBneHue B IEFOYHON apTepuu.
Note. MT - body mass index, MNT - body surface area, K[10 - final end diastolic volume of left ventricle (LV), KCO - final systolic volume of LV,
OB J1X - ejection fraction LV, YO JIX - index shock volume of LV, GLSJTIXK - lobal longitudinal deformation of the LV, Gmax — maximum transaortic
gradient, Gmean — mean transaortic pressure gradient, EOA — aortic valve effective orifice area, iEOA - index of aortic valve area,
DVI - dimensionless index, - systolic pressure in the pulmonary artery.

OnHako mpu 3TOM 3adMKCUpOBaHa TeHAEHUMSA K bonee YacToi
rocnuTanu3aumm no noBojy 060CTPEHUS XPOHWUYECKON CepAeyHOM
HepocTtatoyHocTn (XCH) B rpynne naumenToB ¢ HIM B cpaBHeHMM ¢
nauueHTamm bes Hero: 63,8 1 78% cooteeTcTBeHHo (p=0,007; puc. 3).
TaKxe BbISIBIEHa TEHLEHLMSA K YBEJIMYEHUIO CTPYKTYPHOM [lereHepa-
ummn bruonormyeckoro Knanata B rpynne ¢ HI B cpaBHeHWM ¢ rpynnoii
6e3 HIM 76 1 87% cooteetcTBeHHO (p=0,01; puc. 4). Mo pesynsratam
perpeccum Kokca npegukTopammu obuieit nocneonepaumoHHON Jie-
TaNbHOCTM OKa3annch Takue GaKTopbl, KaK caxapHbii guabet (OP=5;
95% OU 1,2-22; p=0,04) n atepocknepo3 cocynos (0P=2,9; 95% [N
1,4—-6,6; p=0,01). MNpeanKTOpaMM pUCKa rocnMTanmsalmum no nosomy
oboctpenns XCH cnyxunm paHee nepeHeCEHHbIA UHDAPKT MUOKap-
na v HIM (0P=0,4; 95% W 0,2-0,9 p=0,04 u OP=1,5; 95% [ 0,9-2
p=0,005 cooTBETCTBEHHO). HE3aBUCUMBIM NpeAMKTOPOM CTPYKTYPHOIA
LereHepaumm bruonoruyeckoro npoTesa B 0TAANEHHOM Nepuoje Ha-
onoaenuns ctano HIM (OP=2; 95% AU 0,85-4,1; p=0,01). AHanu3 Heit-
POHHBIX CeTeil TakKe npogeMoHcTpupoBan, uto HIM asnsetcs Be-
LywmnM haKTopoM, cnocobCTBYOLLMM AereHepaLn 6UoNornyeckoro
KnanaHa (puc. 5).

OBCYXXJEHUE

HIM oTHoCMTCA K KOHLENLUW, COrnacHo KOTOPOW C/IMLIKOM Ma-
NEHbKMI NpOTe3 Y CIIMILKOM «b0MbLLOro» NauMeHTa MOXKET Bbl3BaTb
aHOManbHO BbICOKWE rPpafMeHThI, YTO NPUBEAET K NOTEHLMANBHO He-
raTUBHbLIM NOCNEACTBMAM, aHaNIOTUYHbIM TEM, KOTOpble MOryT BO3-
HUKHYTb Npu Hanuumu cteHo3a AK. HecMoTps Ha To, YTO XMpypru u
KOMMaHW1, NpOU3BOAALLME KNanaHbl, NO-NpeKHeMy 00ecroKoeHbl
nosenexneM HIM, HacTosiwee BpeMA OTCYTCTBYET efMHas TOYKa

3peHus no noeogy BnuaHua ymepeHHoro HIM Ha oTganéHHble pe-
3ynbTaThl 1eveHns naumeHTos. Bnepsoie o HII Kak o0 HECTPYKTYpHOA
naToforuu npotesa coobwmn Rahimtoola [18] B 1978 rogy, 1 uMeHHO
¢ Tex nop Bo3HWK Bonpoc BausHUA HIM Ha oTnanéHHble pe3ynbra-
Tbl nocne npotesupoBanua AK. OaHako, HecMoTps Ha NpoBefeHue
MHOMOYMCIIEHHbIX paboT No 3TOMy NoBOAY, A0 CUX NOP COXpaHseTcs
HEOAHO3HAYHOCTb BbIBOAOB B 3TOM Bonpoce [5-16, 19-25], xoTa B
psage uccneposanuii coobwanock, 4to HIM MoxeT bbITb 3HaYMMBIM
(haKTopoM, BNAMAKOLLMM Ha OTAANEHHYI0 NieTanbHoCTb [5-13, 26, 27].
B HaweM uccnenoBaHUM Mbl OLEHWAW pe3ynbTaThl NieYeHUs naum-
eHTOB C YMepeHHbIM HIIM. Hamu He BbISBNEHO 3HAYMMOr0 BAUSHUA
HIMM Ha oTnanéHHy BbIXMBAEMOCTb. 3TO cornacyetcsa Co cBefe-
Husmu Daneshvar n Moon 1 coaBT., KOTOpble 0TMETUIU, YTO TOJIBKO
Kputnueckoe HIM c iEOA <0,4 cM?/M? MOXKeT HeraTMBHO BAUATb Ha
OTAANEHHYI0 BbXXMBaEMOCTb NaumeHToB [28, 29]. Mo faHHbIM Hawe-
ro uccnepoBanus, ymepenHoe HIM v paHee nepeHeCEHHBIN MHDAPKT
MUOKapAa CNyXaT 3HaYMMbIMU NpeauKTOpaMK rocnuTanu3aumm no
nosoay o6ocTpenusa XCH. CoBepLueHHO 04EBMAHO, YTO MaLMEHTBI C
COXpaHSAIOLLECcA NoBblleHHOM nocTHarpy3koi npu HIM Ha ¢oHe
HapyLLeHwii cucTonnueckon dyHKumum JIXK nocne nepeHeceéHHOro MH-
(apKTa MuoKappaa byayT Yalle noaBepeHbl pucky oboctpeHms XCH.
Halum pe3ynbrathl cOrnacylTcs 1 ¢ JaHHbIMU UccnefoBaHuii Fallon n
Blais 1 coaBT., KoTopbiMU 6bIN0 AoKa3aHo, 4To HIM uMeeT 3HaunMoe
BJIMSIHME Ha YacTOTYy rocnutanu3aumii no nosogy oboctpenus XCH
[26, 30]. BaxH0o 0TMETUTb, YTO NO UTOraM HaLuero uccneposanusa HIM
OblN10 eLMHCTBEHHBIM NPEANKTOPOM, 3HaUUMO BIIMSIOLLMM Ha CTPYK-
TYPHYI0 AereHepaLuio NpoTe3a B 0TAANEHHOM Nepuoe HabnoaeHus.
370 BNOMHE normyHo, nockonbKy HIM npuBoaUT K aHOMasbHO BbICO-
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ORIGINAL STUDY
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Puc. 1. Ceobopga ot netanbHocTu (aHanus KannaHa—-Meiiepa).
lMpumeyaHme (3gech 1 Ha puc. 2-5). HIM — HecooTBETCTBUE «MALMEHT —
npore3s».

Fig. 1. Freedom from lethality (Kaplan—Meier analysis).

Note (here and in Fig. 2-5). HIN - patient prosthetic mismatch.

Puc. 3. Ceo6oaa oT NoBTOpPHON rocNMUTanM3aLMm no noBoay
060CTpeHNs XPOHMYECKOI CepAeYHON He0CTAaTOYHOCTH (aHanu3
KannaHa—Meiiepa).

Fig. 3. Freedom from re-hospitalization for exacerbation of chronic
heart failure (Kaplan-Meier analysis).
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(ananus Kannava-Meiiepa).

Fig. 2. Freedom from the development of major vascular events
(Kaplan-Meier analysis).

KWM TPaHCNPOTE3HbIM IPafMEHTAM U HapYLUEHUD CTPYKTYpbl reMo-
LMHaMUYECKOro KPOBOTOKA, YTO, B CBOK 04Yepe/ib, MOXKET YBeU4M-
BaTb MEXaHWYECKYI0 HarpysKy Ha CTBOPKM buonornyeckoro npopesa
W, TaKUM 006pa3oM, ycKopsaTb KanbumMduKauuio ctBopok. Mahjoub un
Flameng B cBOMX UcCneoBaHNAX TaKxke NpULLK K BbiBoAy, 4To HIM
ABNAETCA 3HAUMMbIM (DAKTOPOM, NPOBOLMPYIOLLUM CTPYKTYPHYIO
pereHepaumio cTopok [7, 8]. KpoMe Toro, B HalweM uccnenoBaHuu
0TMeYeHo, 4To Yy nauwmenToB ¢ HIM perpeccus maccol JIXK u BoccTa-
HOB/IEHWE ero KOHTPaKTUNbHOW QYHKLIMU MPOMCXOAAT MeAJIeHHee No
cpaBHeHuto ¢ naumeHTamu 6e3 HIIM. BeposATHo, 3T0 CBA3aHO C coxpa-
HAIOLLENCS 3HAYMMOIM NOCTHarpysKoi. B HeCKoNbKux paHee npose-
LEHHbIX MCCNe[J0BaHUAX TOXE NMPOJAEMOHCTPUPOBAHO, YTO Y NaLm-
eHToB ¢ HIM nponcxoaut 6onee MeaneHHas perpeccus Maccol JIHK u
BOCCTaHOBJIEHUA KOHTpaKTMAbHOM GyHKumm JIHK [31, 32].

Del Rizzo v coaBT. B cBoEéM aHanu3e faHHbIx 1103 naumeHToB No-
cne Xxupyprudeckon koppekuuun AK buonormyeckum npote3oM coob-
LUMM 0 3Ha4YMMON B3amMocBA3n Mexay iEOA v cTeneHblo perpeccuu
Maccol JIK nocne npotesupoBanus buonornyeckuM npotesoM. Cpen-
Has perpeccus Maccel JIXK coctaBuna 23% y nauMeHTOB C MHAEKCU-
poBaHHbiM EOA >0,80 cM/M? no cpaBHEHWIO CO cpefHeli perpeccueii
Macchbl B 4,5% Yy nauueHToB ¢ MHAeKcupoBaHHbIM EOA <0,80 cM?/M?
(p=0,0001) [13].

Puc. 4. CBo6opa oT CTPYKTYpHO-AereHepaTUBHbIX MU3MEHeHUN
6uonoruyeckoro npotesa (aHanus KannaHa—Meiiepa).

Fig. 4. Freedom from structurally degenerative changes in a biological
prosthesis (Kaplan-Meier analysis).
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Puc. 5. lLikana BayxHOCTH (haKTOPOB, BAUAIOLLMX HA CTPYKTYPHYIO
AereHepauuio 6uonornyeckoro npotesa (HeMpoHHbIE ceTH).
MpuMeuanue. AK — aopTanbHbIii knanaH, XOBJ1 — xpoHndyeckas obcTpykTuBas
bonesHb nérkmx, JIXK — neBbii xenynoyex.

Fig. 5. A scale of the importance of factors influencing the structural
degeneration of a biological prosthesis (neural networks).

Note. AK — aortic valve, XOBJ1 - chronic obstructive pulmonary disease,
JIXK - left ventricle.
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OrPAHUYEHUA UCCNELOBAHUA

B HalweM uccnenoBaHWM CYLLECTBYHT OrpaHUYeHus, KOTopble
HeobxouMo Npu3HaTh. Bo-nepBbiX, 3TO PETPOCNEKTMBHBINA aHanK3
Ha OrpaHUYeHHo! BbIDOPKE MaLMEHTOB, YTO MOINO OTPasUTLCA Ha
nosly4yeHHbIX pesynbratax. Bo-BTopeix, EOA nporHosuposancs no
CMpaBOYHbLIM TabnuLaM, KOTOpPbIE MOTYT He 0TpaXaTb GaKTUYecKue
3HayeHusa EOAI in vivo. Beupy atoro HeobxoauMo fanbHeiwee npo-
BeJieHUe paHAOMM3UPOBAHHOIO MPOCMEKTUBHOIO MHOMOLLEHTPOBOrO
KJIMHWYECKOE MCCNeJ0BaHNA C ANIUTENbHBIM NEpPUOLOM HabMoeHus
o015 u3yyenus amaHus HIM Ha fonrocpoyHble UCXOLb! Y NALMEHTOB.

3AKNTOYEHUE

HIM - aTo ocnoxHenue nocne npotesupoBanus AK buonornye-
CKMM NpOTE30M, KOTOpoe NpUBOAMT K Bonee MesieHHOl perpeccum
Maccol JIXK, noBbilEHHbIM pUCKaM CTPYKTYpHOM fereHepauun AK u
yBEeNIMYEHHON YacToTe rocNMTanM3aLmin no noBofy 060cTpeHns cep-
[,eYHON HeL0CTaTOYHOCTH.

PackpbiTve uHTepecoB. ABTopbl AeKNapupylT OTCYTCTBUE AB-
HbIX M NOTEHLMaNbHbIX KOH(IMKTOB UHTEPECOB, CBA3AHHbIX C Nybnu-
KaLmen faHHOM CTaTbu.
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