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

AHHOTALMA

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 oTaanéHHbIe pesynbTaThl y nauueHToB nocne Koppekuun AK buonornyeckuM npotesom.

Matepuan u Metoabl. PEeTPOCNEKTUBHO MPOaHanM3nUpoBaHbl AaHHble 231 nauueHTa (M3 HUXx 151 MyKuMHa, cpefHMin Bo3pacT 67+5 nerT,
1 80 XKeHLUMH, cpeAHMI Bo3pacT 66+4,8 neT), koTopbiM ¢ sHBaps 2010 no fekabpb 2018 rona B ®IEY «DeaepanbHblii LEHTP cepaeYHO-COCYAM-
cTou xupyprum» (MeH3a) 6b110 BbINONHEHO NpoTe3vpoBaHne AK bronormyeckum npoTesoMm.

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 naumenToB ¢ HIM B cpaBHeHWM ¢ nauueHTamu bes Hero: 63,8 n 78% (oTHoweHue puckos, OP=1,6; 95% poBepUTENbHBIA UH-
Tepsan, AN 0,93-2,1; p=0,007). Kpome Toro, Habntoaanack TeHAEHUMSA K YBEMYEHMIO CTPYKTYPHOI AereHepaLm b1MoorMyeckoro KianaHa B
rpynne ¢ HIM 8 cpaBHeHuu ¢ rpynnoii 6e3 HIM: 76 u 87% cooteetcTBeHHo (OP=1,4; 95% [N 1,43,1; p=0,01). MpeauKTopamMu pucka rocnutanu-
33l No NpUYMHe, BbI3BaHHO 0bocTpeHneM XCH, Bbinu paHee nepeHecéHHbI MHbapKT Muokapaa v HIM (0P=0,4; 95% 1M 0,2-0,9; p=0,04 n
0P=1,5; 95% 1M 0,9-2; p=0,005 cooTBeTCTBEHHO). HE3aBUCUMBIM NPEMKTOPOM CTPYKTYPHO AereHepaLmy B1oNorMyeckoro npotesa B 0Taa-
NEHHOM nepuofe HabnoaeHus okasanca dakt Hanmumsa HIM (OP=2; 95% [N 0,85-4,1; p=0,01).

3akntouenue. HIM — yacToe ocnoxHeHWe nocne npotesupoBaHua AK 6uonoruyeckuM NpoTe3oM, KOTOpoe CBA3aHO ¢ 6onee MeANEHHOM pe-
rpeccumeii Macchl IEBOr0 XeJTyA0YKa, NOBLILLEHHBIM PUCKOM CTPYKTYPHOI AereHepaLmm KianaHa 1 YuCI0M rocnuTanmsaumi no nosogy obo-
cTpenus XCH.

KntoueBble c/10Ba: aopTasibHblil CTEHO3, HECOOTBETCTBUE «TIPOTE3 — MALMEHT», BUONOrMYECKUIA KNlanaH

Ina uutupoBaHus: basbines B.B., Tynrycos [1.C., babykos P.M., baptow @.J1., Mukynsk A.W., JléBuHa A.B. BnusHue HecooTBeTCTBUS «Mpo-
T€3 — NaLMeHT» Ha 0TAANEHHbIE pe3yNbTaThl IeYeHUs NoC/e NpoTe3UPOBaHMA aopTabHOro KianaHa b1MonornyecknM npoTe3oM: peTpocreK-
TMBHOE OfiHOLLeHTpoBOe UccnenoBaHue. CardioCoMatuka. 2022;13(3):139-147. 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]. YacTtota yMepenHoro HIMM nocne

npote3supoBaHus AK coctaBnset 20-70%, Torna Kak Taxénoe HIMN
BCTpeyaeTcs 3HauuTeNbHo pexe (o1 2 go 10%) [2, 3].

Pan nccnepoBaHuin CBUAETENLCTBYET O TOM, YTO Y NaLUEHTOB
nocne npote3upoBaHua 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 — dyHKLMOHaNbHbIA KNacc XpOHUYECKOI CepeYHOM HeA0CTAaTOUHOCTH
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 TpPaHCAOPTasbHbIN FPaSUEHT AaBNEHUS

iEOA — nHpekc nnowaam 3¢ deKTUBHOro 0TBEPCTUS

NYHA — New York Heart Association (Hulo-Mopkckas kapauonoruyeckas
accouuauma)
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Influence of prosthesis — 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% Cl 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% Cl 0.2-0.9, p=0.04 and HR 1,5; 95% CI 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.
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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 naumenTa (151 MyxuuHa, cpefHuit 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 NOKA3ATEJIEN

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

BceM nauueHTaM BbLINMONMHANM TpPaHCTOPaKaNlbHOE 3XOKapauo-
rpadumyeckoe uccnesoBaHue B COOTBETCTBUM C COBPEMEHHBIMU pe-
KoMeHAaauuamm [9]. TpaHcaopTanbHble rpafueHTbl KpOBOTOKA Bblin
MoJy4YeHbl NOCTOSAHHO-BOIHOBBIM LOMMIEPOM U3 UHTErPasoB 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
EuroSCORE |, 6annbl 9,78 10+8,8 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(9) 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
Mpumeyarue (30ece u 8 maba. 2, 3). HIM — HecooTBETCTBUE «MALMEHT — NPOTE3».
WMT — uHpekc maccel Tena, MNMNT - nnowapab noBepxHocTyn Tena, Euro SCORE - EBponeiickas cucteMa oLEHKM pUCKa ceplleYH0-COCYANUCTBIX
3abonesaHwuii (https://www.euroscore.org/index.php?id=17), XOBJI — xpoHuueckas obcTpykTMBHas bonesHb nérkux, OHMK — ocTpoe HapyLeHue
Mo3roBoro kposoobpaluerus, KLU - kopoHapHoe WwyHTMpoBanme, UK — uckyccTeeHHoe Kposoobpallenme, OK — dyHKUMOHANbHBIA Kiacc
XpoHuyecKoii cepaeyHoin HegoctatouHocTv no NYHA, NYHA — Heto-Mopkckas kapavonoruyeckas accoumnaums.
Note (here and in Table 2, 3). HIM - patient prosthetic mismatch.
WUMT - body mass index, IMNT - 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?,

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

Y NauUMeHTOB C BbIPaXeHHbIM 0XXUPEHWEM — C MHLEKCOM Macchl
Tena (UMT) >30 kr/m? — TaxénsiM HIM cuntanm iEOA <0,60, ymepeH-
HbiM 0T 70 g0 60, KNMHUYECKU He3HauuMbIM >70 cm?/M2 [15].

JlonnnepoBcKue MHAEKCHI CKOPOCTU ONPeAENsn KaK OTHOLLEHUe
MHTEerpana JIMHeMHOM CKOPOCTW KPOBOTOKA B BblHOCALLeM TpakTe JIK
K MHTEerpany nMHenHo cKopocTu KpoBoToKa Ha AK. [oka3atens Bpe-
MEHM YCKOPEHUs! KPOBOTOKA OblN onpeaenéH Kak MHTepBan Mexay
HayasioM CUCTOJIMYECKOT0 KPOBOTOKA M €ro MaKCUMaJbHOM CKOpo-
cTbto. PacuéT rnobanbHoii npogonbHoin gedopmaumm JIXK BbicuMTbI-
Ba/IM KaK cpefiHee 3HaueHWe NpoAo/bHOI fedopMauuu B anuKanb-
HbIX 2-, 3- U 4-KaMepHbIX NPOEKLMAX B MOJlyaBTOHOMHOM peXume
METOLOM CMeK/-TpekuHra. [ucyHKkumo buonoruyeckoro npotesa

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

MUCX0Abl UCCNTELOBAHUA U METOAbI UX PETUCTPALIUU
MepBHYHbIE KOHEYHbIE TOYKM B UCCIIEA0BAHNM:
e NeTanbHble UCX0AbI OT N0bbIX NPUYMH;
«  DonbluMe cepLeyHo-CoCcyaNUCTbIe COBLITUS (MHCYNLTLI, MHDAPKTHI
BHe3anHas cepAeyHas CMepTb);
e TOCMMTanM3auus, CBS3aHHas C 000CTPeHUEeM 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 cumtanm yBenuyenme Gpea, =10 MM pT. CT. OT UCXOLHOTO
3HaYeHUSA U perncTpaLmio yMepeHHON UK BblpaXKeHHOI aopTabHO
peryprutauum [16].

CardioComamua. 2022; 13 (3): 139-147.

CardioSomatics. 2022; 13 3): 139-147. 141



OPUTMHAJIBHASA CTATbA

https://doi.org/10.17816/CS87618

Ta6nuua 2. MpeaonepaumnoHHble 3X0KapAuorpaduyeckme XxapaKTepuCTUKM NaLUeHToB

Table 2. Preoperative echocardiographic characteristics of patients

MNoka3atenu HMN (n=130) Bes HNM (n=101) P

K0 1K, mn 14178 148457, 0,06
KCO JIXK, mn 60+43 6351 0,6
OB I, % 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
Graxy 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
CLANA, MM prT. cT. 36+17, 3315 39417, 3517 0,08
lMpumeyarue. K[10 — KoHeuHbIN auacTonmueckuit 06bEM nesoro xenypouka (JTHK), KCO — KoHeuHbIn cucTonunyeckuii 06beém JIK, OB JIK — dpakums
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. K10 - final end diastolic volume of left ventricle (LV), KCO - final systolic volume of LV, ®B JIX — ejection fraction of LV, YO J1XK — 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, DVI - dimensionless index, CIIJIA - systolic pressure in the pulmonary
artery.

AHAJIU3 B MNOArPYNNAX PE3VYJIbTATbI

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.

COOTBETCTBUE NPUHLIUNAM 3TUKU

MpoBefeHWe HayyHOro WccnenoBaHUs o0A06peHo ITUYECKUM
KomutetoM OIBY OLCCX MunsgpaBa Poccun (MpoTokon N2 62 ot
04.04.2022).

CTATUCTUYECKUNA AHANU3

CTaTMCTUYECKUIA aHaNU3 AaHHbIX NPOBOAWIM C NOMOLLbIO AEMO-
Bepcuu SPSS Statistics v. 22 (IBM, CLLUA). [JaHHble npencTaBneHbl
KaK cpefiHee 3Ha4YeHWUe M CTaHaapTHoe oTKIoHeHue (M + SD) nubo B
abconoTHLIX 3HayeHusax (n) u ux ponsax (%). 3HaYMMOCTb PasUYMil
MeX Ay KayeCTBEHHbIMU NPU3HAKAaMM PacCUYUTLIBANM NpU NOMOLLM
HenapaMeTpuyeckux Metoaos (U-kputepuit MaHHa-YuTHum, p <0,05),
ONA KONMYECTBEHHbIX MOKa3aTenei — MOCPeACTBOM t-Kputepus
CTblopeHTa (ans HesaBucuMblx rpynn). KaTeropuanbHble nepe-
MeHHble 0603Ha4ann B % M cpaBHMBaNM C NPUMEHEHUEM COOTBET-
cTByloLiero Kputepus MupcoHa X unm TouHoro Kputepust Ouwepa.
Pasnunumnsa cumtanu ctatuctuyeckn 3HaummbiMm npu p <0,05. MHo-
JECTBEHHYI0 JIOTUCTUYECKYHD PErpeccuio NpUMEHsNN Ans onpege-
NeHUs NPeaUKTOPOB rocnMTanbHOM neTanbHocTy, perpeccuio Kokca
UCMONb30BanN LS BbISIBJIEHUA NMPeLUKTOPOB MO3AHMUX COOBLITMIA.
3HauMMOCTb MOJIYYEHHbIX Pe3ybTaToB 0003HaYyanu OTHOLUEHMEM
waxcos (OLWW) n puckos (OP) ¢ 95% AoBepuUTeNbHBIMM UHTEPBaaMy
(W). 0bwias 6eccobbiTMHasA BbIXKMBAEMOCTb Obia NPoaHanM3nupo-
BaHa no Metoay KannaHa—Menepa.

YYACTHUKU UCCIIELOBAHUA

lpoaHanu3npoBaHbl faHHble 231 nauueHTa, KOTOpbIM BbIN0 Bbi-
nosHeHo npotesupoBanue AK buonormyeckum npote3om. B xoge uc-
Cef0BaHMA nauueHToB pasgenunun Ha 2 rpynnbl: ¢ HIM [n=130, u3
HUX 37 (28%) KeHLLMH, cpeHUiA Bo3pacT 67+5 net] n 6e3 Hero [n=101,
U3 HUX 43 (42,5%) eHLLMH, cpeLHUI BO3pacT 66+4,7 neT].

JloonepaunoHHble MophodyHKLUMOHANbHLIE M 3XOKapauorpa-
duyeckne AaHHble YYaCTHMKOB MCCNEAOBaHWA npeAcTaBfieHbl B
Tabn. 1, 2. YMepenHoe HIM npucytctBoBano y 131 (56%), Taménoe —
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 aHHynopacLmups-
I0LLAs NiacTMKa KopHs aopThl. Mnowanb 3¢ deKTUBHOro 0TBEPCTHS
AK B bamxaiileM nocneonepauuoHHoM nepuoge bbina nosyyeHa us
onybMKoBaHHbIX HOpMasbHbIX 3HauveHuit EOA in vivo pna Kaxpoin
MOAENN U pa3Mepa NpoTe3a, UMMNAHTUPOBAHHOMO B 3TOW KoropTe
naumenTos [17].

OCHOBHbIE PE3YJIbTATbI UCCNNIELOBAHUA

CpepHee 3Hauenune EOA u iEOA y naumentoB c HIM 6biio 3Ha-
UMTENbHO MeHblUe B CPaBHEHWM ¢ naumeHTamu bes HIIM (1,48+0,1
n 1,8+0,3 cM? cootsetcTeeHHo, p <0,001; 0,77+0,04 n 1+0,13 coot-
BeTcTBeHHO, p <0,001). CpenoHuii nepuon HabnofeHUs CoOCTaBuN
78,8£32 Mec, 3a BpeMs HabnaeHus 3aperucTpupoBaHo 68 (29%)
neTanbHbIX MCX0LoB. He ObIO YCTAHOBNEHO 3HAYMMbIX Pa3nnymMin
B rocnuranbHoi netanbHocT — 4 (3%) n 3 (2,9%) cooTBeTCTBEHHO
(p=0,9). B otaanéHHoM nepuoge Habnoaenus y nauueHtos 6e3 HIM
oTMeveHa bonee bbicTpas perpeccust Macchl JIX 1 BoccTaHoBnEHUs
€ro KOHTPAKTUNIbHOW (QYHKLMM B CpaBHeHWM C naumentamu c HIM
(p=0,05; Tabn. 3). Takke He 0DHapPYKEHO 3HAYMMOI Pa3HULbI B Bbl-
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Ta6nuua 3. CpaBHUTeNbHas TabnuLa 0TAANEHHBIX IXOKapAMOrpauyecKUX 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 40416 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 JIX, r 25667 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 1,70,3 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
lMpumeyarue. UMT — unpekc Maccol Tena, MNT - nnowanb noepxHocTy Tena, K0 — KOHeYHbIN AnacTonmyeckuin 06beM nesoro xenynodka (J1X),
KCO — KoHeuHbIii cucTonuyeckuii 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. UMT - body mass index, MMMNT — 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 JIXK — index shock volume of LV, GLSJ1IX — 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, CIJ1A — systolic pressure in the pulmonary artery.

XWBAEMOCTM B OTAANEHHOM Nnepuoae HabMloLeHUs MeXK Ay nauneH-
Tamu ¢ HIM v 6e3 Hero: 77,7 1 79% cooTBeTcTBEHHO (p=0,6; puc. 1). He
3aMKCUPOBAHO M 3HAYMMBIX Pa3fiMuuiA Mo YacToTe pa3BUTUS 6oMb-
LUMX COCYAMCTBIX COBbITHIA: cBOBOAA OT HebnaronpuATHLIX COBLITHI
coctaBuna 90 n 91% cootBeTcTBeHHO (p=0,7; pUc. 2).

OnHaKko mpu 3TOM 3adMKCUpOBaHa TeHA4EHUMS K bonee YacToii
rocnuTanusauun no noBofy 0b60CTPEHUsI XPOHWUYECKOW CepaeyHoil
HegoctatoyHocTn (XCH) B rpynne naumenToB ¢ HIM B cpaBHEHMM ¢
nauueHTamm 6e3 Hero: 63,8 n 78% cooteeTcTBeHHO (p=0,007; puc. 3).
TaKKe BbisIB/IeHa TEHAEHLMA K YBENIMYEHMIO CTPYKTYPHON aereHepa-
umn bruonoruyeckoro Knanata B rpynne ¢ HII B cpaBHeHMM ¢ rpynnoii
6e3 HIM: 76 u 87% cootBeTcTBEHHO (p=0,01; pUc. 4). Mo pesynsratam
perpeccum Kokca npeaukTopamu obieli nocneonepaunoHHON Nie-
TaNbHOCTW OKa3annch Takue GaKTopbl, KaK caxapHbli 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 rocnMTanmsauum no nosomy
oboctpenns XCH cnyxunu paHee nepeHeCcEHHbIN MHPAPKT MUOKap-
na v HIM (0P=0,4; 95% AW 0,2-0,9 p=0,04 n OP=1,5; 95% [N 0,9-2
p=0,005 cooTBETCTBEHHO). HE3aBUCUMBIM NPeAMKTOPOM CTPYKTYPHOIA
JereHepaumm 0Monoruyeckoro NpoTesa B 0TAANEHHOM Nepuoae Ha-
onoaenuns ctano HIM (OP=2; 95% U 0,85-4,1; p=0,01). AHanus Heit-
POHHBIX CeTeil Takxe npoaeMoHcTpuposan, yto HIM asnsaetcsa Be-
AYyLUMM haKTopoM, CNocoBCTBYIOLLMM AereHepaLmm bruonoruyeckoro
KnanaHa (puc. 5).

OBCYXXEHUE
HIM oTHoCMTCA K KOHLENUUW, CornacHo KOTOPOW C/IULIKOM Ma-
NEHbKUI NpOTe3 Y CIIMILKOM «b0MbLLOro» NaLMeHTa MOXKET Bbl3BaTb

aHOMabHO BbICOKWE rPpafMeHThI, YTO NPUBEAET K NOTEHLMANBHO He-
raTUBHbLIM NOCNEACTBMAM, aHaNIOTUYHbLIM 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 efMHAas TOYKa
3peHus no noeogy BnuaHuA yMmepeHHoro HIM Ha oTganéHHble pe-
3ynbTaThl 1eveHns naumeHTos. Bnepsoie o HII Kak 0 HECTPYKTYpHO
naToforuum npotesa coobwmn Rahimtoola [18] B 1978 rogy, 1 uMeHHo
¢ Tex nop Bo3HWK Bonpoc BAusHUA HIM Ha oTnanéHHble pe3ynbra-
Tbl nocne npotesvpoBanua AK. OpHako, HecMoTpA Ha NpoBefeHue
MHOMOYMCIIEHHbIX paboT No 3TOMy NMoBoAY, A0 CUX NOP COXpaHseTcs
HEOAHO3HAYHOCTb BbIBOAOB B 3TOM Bonpoce [5-16, 19-25], xoTa B
psage uccneposanuii coobanock, 4to HIM MoxeT bbITb 3HaYMMBIM
(haKTopoM, BAMAKOLLMM Ha OTAANEHHYI0 NieTanbHocTb [5-13, 26, 27].
B HaweM uccnenoBaHUM Mbl OLEHWAW pe3ynbTaThl ieYeHUs naum-
eHTOB C yYMepeHHbIM HIIM. Hamu He BbISBNEHO 3HaYMMOr0 BAUSHUA
HIMM Ha oTnanéHHyo BbIXMBAEMOCTb. 3TO cornacyetcsa Co cBefe-
Husmu Daneshvar n Moon 1 coaBT., KOTOpble 0TMETUIU, YTO TOJBKO
Kputnueckoe HIM c iEOA <0,4 cM?/M? MOXKeT HeraTMBHO BAUATb Ha
OTAANEHHYI0 BbIXXMBaEMOCTb NaumeHToB [28, 29]. Mo faHHbIM Hawe-
ro uccnepoBanus, ymepenHoe HIM v paHee nepeHeCEHHBIN MHDAPKT
MUOKapAa CNyXaT 3HaYMMbIMU NpeauKTOpaMK rocnuTanu3aLmm no
nosoay oboctpenusa XCH. CoBepLueHHO 04EBMAHO, YTO MaLMEHTBI C
COXPaHSAIOLLECA NoBblleHHON nocTHarpy3koi npu HIM Ha ¢oHe
HapyLLeHwit cucTonnueckon dyHKumum JIXK nocne nepeHeceéHHOro MH-
(apKTa MuoKappaa byayT Yalle noaBepxeHbl pucky oboctpeHms XCH.
Hawum pe3ynbtathl cornacylTcs U ¢ AaHHbIMU uccnefoBaHui Fallon
u Blais u coaBT., KOTOpbIMM BbINO AoKa3aHo, yto HIM uMeeT 3Haum-
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Puc. 1. Ceobopga ot netanbHocTu (aHanus KannaHa—-Meiiepa).
[pumeyarue (30ece u Ha puc. 2-5). HINM — HecooTBETCTBME «MaLMEHT — NPOTE3».
Fig. 1. Freedom from lethality (Kaplan—Meier analysis).

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

Puc. 3. Ceo6oaa oT NoBTOpPHON rocNMUTanM3aLMm no noBoay
060CTpeHUA XPOHMYECKOI CepAeYHO He0CTaTOYHOCTH
(aHanu3 Kannana-Meiiepa).

Fig. 3. Freedom from re-hospitalization for exacerbation of chronic
heart failure (Kaplan-Meier analysis).
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Puc. 2. Ceo6oaa ot pa3BuTus 60/bLINX COCYAUCTLIX COBLITUN
(ananus Kannava-Meiiepa).

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

MOe BNUSIHME Ha YacTOTy roCnMTanM3auuin no nosogy 06ocTpeHus
XCH [26, 30]. BaxHo 0TMETUTb, YTO MO UTOraM Hallero uccyeaoBaHus
HIMM 6bl10 eAMHCTBEHHBIM NPEANKTOPOM, 3HAYMMO BAMAIOLLMM Ha
CTPYKTYPHYI0 iereHepaLio npoTe3a B OTLANEHHOM Nepuozie Habsio-
AeHus. 3To BrosiHe fiornyHo, nockonbky HINMM npuBoamMT K aHoMansHo
BbICOKWUM TPaHCMPOTE3HbLIM FPaIUEHTAM U HapYLLEHMIO CTPYKTYpbI re-
MOJMHaMUYECKOro KPOBOTOKA, YTO, B CBOK) Q4epefib, MOXET yBesu-
UMBaTb MeXaHWYECKYH0 Harpy3Ky Ha CTBOPKM buonoruyeckoro npote-
3a W, TakuM 0bpa3oM, ycKopATb KanbuuduKaumio cTBopok. Mahjoub
u Flameng B cBOMX UCCNEAOBaHMAX TaKXe MPULLIM K BbIBOAY, YTO
HIM saBnseTca 3Ha4MMbIM GaKTOPOM, NPOBOLMPYHOLLMM CTPYKTYPHYIO
pereHepaumio cTopok [7, 8]. KpoMe Toro, B HaleM nccnenoBaHuu
0TMeYeHo, 4To Yy nauwuenToB ¢ HIM perpeccus maccol JIXK v BoccTa-
HOB/IEHWE ero KOHTPaKTUNbHO QYHKLIMU NPOMCXOAAT MeAJIeHHee No
cpaBHeHuto ¢ naumeHTamu 6e3 HIIM. BeposATHo, 310 CBA3aHO C coxpa-
HAIOLLENCS 3HAYMMOI NOCTHarpysKoi. B HeCKonbKux paHee npoBe-
LEHHbIX MCCNe[J0BaHUAX TOXE NMPOJAEMOHCTPUPOBAHO, YTO Y NaLm-
eHToB ¢ HIM nponcxoaut 6onee MeaneHHas perpeccus Maccol JIHK u
BOCCTaHOBJIEHUA KOHTpaKTMAbHON GyHKumm JIHK [31, 32].

Del Rizzo v coaBT. B cBOEM aHanu3e aaHHbIX 1103 nauueHToB nocne
Xupypruyeckoin Koppekuuu AK buonornyeckum npotesom coobumnm
0 3HauMMon B3aumocBa3u Mexay iEOA 1 cTeneHblo perpeccum Macchl
JIK nocne npotesupoBaHusa buonornyeckum npotesoM. CpegHas pe-

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).
[pumeqarue. AK — aopTanbHblid knanaH, XObJT — xpoHuyeckas ob6cTpykTuBas
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, XOBJT - chronic obstructive pulmonary disease,
JIXK - left ventricle.
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rpeccus Maccbl JIK coctaBuna 23% y naumeHTOB C MHAEKCUPOBAHHBIM
EOA >0,80 cM?/M2 no cpaBHEHMIO CO CpefiHel perpeccueit Macchl B 4,5%
y NaLMeHToB ¢ MHAeKcupoBaHHbIM EOA <0,80 cM?/m? (p=0,0001) [13].

OrPAHUYEHUA UCCNELOBAHUA

B HalueM uccneoBaHMM CYLLECTBYIOT OrpaHUYeHNS, KOTOpbIE He-
0bxoauMo npusHaTb. Bo-nepBsbix, 3T0 peTPOCNEKTUBHBIA aHaNU3 Ha
OrpaHM4eHHoN BbIDOPKE NALMEHTOB, YTO MOF/I0 0TPA3UTLCS Ha NoJy-
YeHHbIX pe3ynbTaTax. Bo-Topbix, EOA nporHosvposancs no cnpaeoy-
HbIM TabamMLLaM, KOTOPbIE MOTYT He 0TpaaTb (haKTUYECKUE 3HAYEHUS
EQAI in vivo. Beugy 3toro HeobxofuMo fanbHenLiee NpoBeAeHNE paH-
[,0MU3MPOBAHHOI0 NPOCMEKTUBHOM0 MHOMOLEHTPOBOT0 KJIMHUYECKOT0
UCCNeL0BaHUA C ANMTENbHBIM NEpUOAOM HabMoAeHUS LN U3YUeHMs
BnmaHus HIM Ha jonrocpouHble MCxoabl y NaLMEHTOB.

3AKNTOYEHUE

HIM - aTo ocnoxHenue nocne npotesupoBanus AK buonornye-
CKMM NpOTE30M, KOTOpoe NpUBOAMT K Bonee MesieHHOl perpeccum
Maccol JIHK, noBbilEHHbIM puCKaM CTPYKTYpHOM fereHepaunn AK u
YBEeNIMYEHHON YacToTe rocNMTanM3aLmin no noBoAy 060cTpeHns cep-
[,eYHON HeL0CTaTOYHOCTH.
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