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Rationale: To determine the effect of medical treatment versus lung
volume reduction surgery (LVRS) on pulmonary hemodynamics.
Methods: Three clinical centers of the National Emphysema Treat-
ment Trial (NETT) screened patients for additional inclusion into a
cardiovascular (CV) substudy. Demographics were determined, and
lung function testing, six-minute-walk distance, and maximum car-
diopulmonary exercise testing were done at baseline and 6 months
after medical therapy or LVRS. CV substudy patients underwent
right heart catheterization at rest prerandomization (baseline) and
6 months after treatment.

Measurements and Main Results: A total of 110 of the 163 patients
evaluated for the CV substudy were randomized in NETT (53 were
ineligible), 54 to medical treatment and 56 to LVRS. Fifty-five of
these patients had both baseline and repeat right heart catheteriza-
tion 6 months postrandomization. Baseline demographics and lung
function data revealed CV substudy patients to be similar to the
remaining 1,163 randomized NETT patients in terms of age, sex,
FEV,, residual volume, diffusion capacity of carbon monoxide, Pao,,
Paco,, and six-minute-walk distance. CV substudy patients had mod-
erate pulmonary hypertension at rest (Ppa, 24.8 = 4.9 mm Hg);
baseline hemodynamic measurements were similar across groups.
Changes from baseline pressures to 6 months post-treatment were
similar across treatment groups, except for a smaller change in
pulmonary capillary wedge pressure at end-expiration post-LVRS
compared with medical treatment (—1.8 vs. 3.5 mm Hg, p = 0.04).
Conclusions: In comparison to medical therapy, LVRS was not associ-
ated with an increase in pulmonary artery pressures.

Keywords: emphysema; LVRS; lung volume reduction

Although the effects of emphysema on gas exchange and airflow
obstruction have been well characterized, its effects on cardio-
vascular function are less well understood (1). Emphysema may
adversely affect cardiovascular function by several different
mechanisms. Hypoxemia, or destruction of lung tissue in associa-
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AT A GLANCE COMMENTARY

Scientific Knowledge on the Subject

The effect of lung volume reduction surgery on pulmonary
hemodynamics is controversial and has only been reported
from small, uncontrolled, single-center trials.

What This Study Adds to the Field

In comparison to medical therapy, lung volume reduction
surgery was not associated with an increase in pulmonary
artery pressures.

tion with decreased cross-sectional area of the pulmonary vascu-
lature, may increase pulmonary vascular resistance (PVR) (2-5).
Hyperinflation may impair left (LV) or right ventricular (RV)
diastolic filling (6-9). A sustained increase in RV afterload may
eventually impair LV diastolic filling (diastolic interdependence)
(10). Lung volume reduction surgery (LVRS) has the potential
of either improving cardiovascular function by improving oxy-
genation and decreasing hyperinflation or worsening cardiovas-
cular function by surgically removing or deforming the pulmo-
nary vasculature.

Reports of the effects of LVRS on pulmonary hemodynamics
and RV function have been inconsistent. Several authors have
reported improvement in RV function after LVRS (11), a de-
crease in pulmonary capillary wedge pressure (PCWP) (12),
decreased respiratory swings in pulmonary arterial diastolic pres-
sure (13), and improvements in RV and LV diastolic filling and
function (14, 15). Others have reported an increase in resting
pulmonary arterial systolic pressures (16) and PVR (17), or no
effect on the development of exercise-induced pulmonary hyper-
tension (18) after LVRS. None of the above studies, however,
examined the effects of LVRS in a prospective, randomized,
and controlled trial.

The National Emphysema Treatment Trial (NETT), a large,
prospective, randomized, multicenter, long-term trial that com-
pared medical therapy with medical therapy plus LVRS provided
an opportunity to assess the effects of LVRS on pulmonary
arterial pressure and cardiac performance. We attempted to
answer three questions: (/) What effect does LVRS have on
resting pulmonary hemodynamics as compared with medical
therapy, (2) What is the relationship between changes in lung
function to changes in pulmonary hemodynamics after LVRS,
and (3) What is the relationship between hemodynamic changes
after LVRS and the changes that occur during exercise testing?
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METHODS

Three of the 17 NETT centers performed a cardiovascular substudy
(CV substudy), which was conducted in eligible patients after screening
for the main NETT study. The design and methods of the main NETT
have been previously described in detail (19). Of special significance
for this substudy, patients were excluded from NETT if their mean
pulmonary artery pressure (Ppa) on right heart catheterization (RHC)
was 35 mm Hg or greater (38 mm Hg in Denver, CO) or if their peak
systolic pulmonary arterial (PAS) pressure on RHC was 45 mm Hg or
greater (50 mm Hg in Denver). RHC was undertaken to rule out
pulmonary hypertension if PAS pressure on echocardiogram was
45 mm Hg or greater.

Clinical Assessment

Demographic data and medical histories were collected using standard-
ized instruments (19). Pulmonary function testing as defined in NETT
was performed using American Thoracic Society guidelines (20-23).
Exercise capacity was measured by the standardized six-minute-walk
distance (6MWD) test and by standard maximum symptom-limited
cycle ergometry using graded exercise loading per NETT guidelines.

Computed Tomography Scanning

Radiologists classified the craniocaudal distribution of emphysema as
predominantly affecting the upper lobes (upper lobe predominant), or
as predominately involving either, the superior segment of either of
the lower lobes, or the lower lobes diffusely. These latter classifications
were grouped together and denoted as having a non—upper lobe pre-
dominant radiographic pattern of emphysema (24).

RHC

RHC was performed by experienced cardiologists while the patients
were supine at rest before rehabilitation (baseline) and 6 months post-
randomization to treatment. Supplemental oxygen was given as needed
to maintain an arterial oxygen saturation of 90% or greater. Measure-
ments included right atrial (RA), RV, pulmonary arterial (PA), pulmo-
nary capillary wedge (PCW), and systemic arterial pressures, as well
as arterial and mixed venous O, saturations (Sao, and Svo,, respectively),
and cardiac output (CO) by thermodilution. All pressures were measured
at end-inspiration and end-expiration, and labeled with subscript insp and
exp, respectively. ¥*Ppa was calculated as follows: Ppa = PA g0 +
one-third of the pulse pressure at end-inspiration and end-expiration. PVR
was calculated as PVR = [(Ppa — PCWP)/CO] X 79.9 (dyne - s - cm ).
Systemic vascular resistance (SVR) was calculated as SVR = [(Ppa —
RAP)/CO] X 79.9 (dyne - s - cm ™). Stroke volume (SV) was calculated
as SV = CO/HR.

Within a few days of RHC, both at baseline and 6 months after
randomization to treatment, patients underwent multigated pooled ra-
dionuclide angiography (MUGA) while supine at rest for measurement
of LV and RV ejection fractions (LVEF and RVEF, respectively).
LVEF and RVEF were calculated as ejection fraction (EF) = (end-
diastolic — end-systolic counts)/end-diastolic counts.

We assumed that the CO measured at rest during RHC and during
the gated pooled scan was equal for the calculations of SVs, and LV
and RV end-diastolic and end-systolic volumes. Incorporating measure-
ments from RHC and MUGA, the RV and LV end-diastolic volumes
(EDVs) and end-systolic volumes (ESVs) were calculated as EDV =
SV/EF and ESV = EDV — SV, respectively.

Statistics

All data are expressed as the mean * SD. The differences between
the continuous variables in the two treatment groups and between
the study groups were analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA).
Binary categorical variables were analyzed using the Fisher exact test.
Differences between demographic data in patients who had hemody-
namic data both at baseline and 6 months postrandomization were
analyzed using unpaired ¢ tests. Treatment effect was measured using
ANOVA followed by pairwise group comparisons with Bonferroni
adjustments. Correlations were done using Pearson correlation
coefficients.

RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the total number of NETT and CV substudy
patients screened for inclusion in the trial, the number random-
ized to treatment, and those CV substudy patients who had
baseline and repeat RHC 6 months postrandomization for treat-
ment. A total of 3,777 patients were screened for NETT; this
number included 163 patients screened for the CV substudy. A
total of 2,559 screened patients were deemed ineligible by NETT
testing, including 53 patients for the CV substudy; 55 of the 110
(27 medical, 28 LVRS) randomized patients in the CV substudy
underwent repeat RHC 6 months postrandomization to treat-
ment and form the study group (Figure 1).

Table 1 shows reasons for patient ineligibility in the NETT
main study, or the failure to repeat RHC after randomization
to treatment in the CV substudy. The most common reasons
why patients were ineligible for the NETT included failure to
meet pulmonary function or computed tomography scan criteria,
cardiac abnormalities, or the patient was deemed unfit for LVRS
by physician evaluation. The most frequent reason why NETT
main study patients did not participate in the CV substudy was
refusal to undergo RHC. Of the 53 patients who failed to repeat
RHC at 6 months, the most common reasons for failure included
the following: illness, refusal to repeat RHC, or inability to travel
back to the NETT center for repeat testing. Individual patients
may have had more than one reason for ineligibility, either for the
NETT main study, or for failure to repeat RHC. The reasons why
patients enrolled in the CV substudy did not undergo repeat RHC
were equally distributed between the LVRS and medical groups.

Table 2 shows baseline demographics of the 1,163 randomized
patients who were not a part of the CV substudy or who did
not undergo repeat RHC 6 months after randomization (non-
CV) versus the 55 randomized patients who were enrolled into
the CV substudy and had repeat RHC 6 months postrandomiza-
tion to treatment. Both groups of patients were comparable in
terms of age, sex, severity of airflow obstruction, degree of gas
trapping, diffusing capacity, and extent of gas exchange impair-
ment. Although it was statistically significant that patients in the
CV substudy were slightly less hyperinflated compared with the
non-CV group at baseline (TLC: 128.5 + 15.2 vs. 122.2 + 11.9%
predicted, p = 0.0003), the small magnitude of difference was

3,777 Total Patients Screened
163 for CV substudy

1,218 RZ: 610 MED; 608 LVRS
110 RZ: 54 Med; 56 LVRS

\\

55 Complete 6 Month Eval:

2,559 Ineligible
53 Ineligible

55 No Follow-up RHC
See Table 1 For Reasons

27 Med; 28 LVRS

Figure 1. Overview of National Emphysema Treatment Trial (NETT) and
cardiovascular (CV) substudy patient enrollment. All NETT patients,
including the CV substudy patients, are in bold and not italicized; CV
substudy patients are shown in italics. Eval, evaluation; LVRS, lung vol-
ume reduction surgery; RZ, randomized.
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TABLE 1. REASONS FOR NATIONAL EMPHYSEMA TREATMENT TRIAL MAIN STUDY INELIGIBILITY
OR FAILURE TO REPEAT CARDIOVASCULAR SUBSTUDY RIGHT HEART CATHETERIZATION

POST-TREATMENT

No. of Ineligible Patients (n = 53*)

No. of Patients with No Repeat RHC (n = 53*)

PFT/CT criteria not met, 19
Cardiac abnormalities, 15
Refused testing, 6

Failed physician evaluation, 11
Pulmonary nodules, 2

Failed BMI criteria, 2

Too high prednisone dose, 2
Died before randomization, 2
Current disease, 3

Other, 6

Died, 7

lliness, 9

Missed repeat RHC, 46 (5 missed entire visit, 41 completed part of the visit)
Refused, 37

Unable/unwilling to travel, 5
Test ordered, but not done, 2
Too tired, 1

Away from area, 1

Waveform unreadable, 1

No information, 3

Definition of abbreviations: BMI = body mass index; CT = chest computed tomography; PFT = pulmonary function testing;

RHC = right heart catheterization.

* Patients could have had more than one reason for ineligibility or failure to repeat RHC.
Two patients were missing baseline RHC data so that change from baseline to 6 months could not be calculated.

unlikely to be clinically meaningful. Patients in the CV substudy
were similar to the remainder of the NETT group in terms of
the percentage who had low exercise profile on baseline cardio-
pulmonary exercise testing, upper lobe—predominant disease by
computed tomography scan, baseline performance on the
6MWD test, and body mass index. Patients who were enrolled
in the substudy, however, achieved a greater maximum wattage
on baseline cardiopulmonary exercise testing (46.1 * 25.3 vs.
38.7 = 21.4 W, p = 0.01) than did the remainder of patients
enrolled into NETT.

Table 3 shows baseline hemodynamic variables in CV sub-
study patients with follow-up data who were randomized to
either the medical or LVRS groups. Both patient groups had
moderate resting pulmonary hypertension and normal LV func-
tion. There was no significant difference in any baseline cardio-
vascular parameter between the groups.

Table 4 shows values at baseline and 6 months after random-
ization to treatment. The data include pulmonary function stud-
ies, gas exchange, 6MWD tests, and performance on maximum
symptom-limited cardiopulmonary exercise tests. Patients in the
CV substudy who received LVRS had significantly greater

TABLE 2. BASELINE DEMOGRAPHICS

Non-CV cv

(n=1163) (n = 55%) p Value
Age, yr 66.5 = 6.1 64.9 = 7.0 0.061
Sex, % female 38.7 40 0.89
FEV:, % 26.7 *7.2 269 * 6.8 0.87
TLC, % 128.5+15.2 122.2+11.9 0.0003
RV, % 222.3+49.6 212.8 =449 0.16
Dico, % 283 +9.7 29.0 = 9.8 0.59
Pay,, mm Hg 64.3+10.3 64.9+10.8 0.67
Paco,, mm Hg 431 = 5.8 443 = 5.6 0.14
Lowey, % 45.4 36.4 0.21
UL predominant, % 65.3 57.4 0.25
6MWD, ft 1,216 = 314 1,245 = 324 0.51
Max watts 38.7+21.4 46.1 +25.3 0.01
BMI 248 = 3.9 24.5 * 4.0 0.64

Definition of abbreviations: CV = cardiovascular (substudy); DLco = diffusing
capacity of carbon monoxide; Lowgy = low exercise performance on cardiopulmo-
nary exercise test (< 40 W if male, < 25 W if female); Max watts = maximum
wattage attained on cardiopulmonary exercise testing; Non-CV = NETT patients
not enrolled in CV substudy or not completing the 6-month CV substudy evalua-
tion; RV = residual volume; 6MWD = six-minute-walk distance; UL predominant;
upper lobe predominant disease on computed tomography scan.

FEV,,, predicted, smaller lung volumes, greater diffusion capac-
ity, higher Pag,, and lower Pac,, than did medical patients
6 months after randomization. At 6 months, the 6 MWD and
maximum wattage accomplished during exercise were similar.
Figure 2 displays changes in end-expiratory RHC pressures
from baseline to 6 months postrandomization to treatment.
There was no significant change in RHC pressures 6 months
after randomization to treatment in the medical group compared
with baseline. The changes in expiratory pressures post-LVRS
tended to be slightly lower compared with the changes observed

TABLE 3. BASELINE HEMODYNAMIC VARIABLES IN MEDICAL
AND LUNG VOLUME REDUCTION SURGERY GROUPS

Medical (n=27) n LVRS (n = 28) n p Value

MAP, mm Hg 976 =120 25 100.5+ 145 27  0.45
RAq,, mm Hg 105+ 8.7 27 82+29 28 020
RVSe,,, mm Hg 364+ 6.6 27 374+79 28 064
RVD,,, mm Hg 87+52 26 81+51 28 064
PASe, mm Hg 36.6 57 27 364+68 27 091
PAD.,,, mm Hg 18.6 + 43 27 193+52 27 062
PPaey, mm Hg 246 =44 27 250*54 27 0.78
PCWP,,,, mm Hg 13.2+41 27 142 +57 28 045

CO, L/min 51+09 27 56+1.7 27 021
HR, beats/min 779 +123 26 841 =119 26 0.07
SV, % 71+ 4 24 71 +7 27 0.65
Sao, % 97 + 2 25 97 + 3 27 075
RVEF, % 38+ 5 10 38+ 5 14 0.68
LVEF, % 58 + 10 19 61 +8 15 0.38
cl, L/min/m? 29+05 27 32+09 27 014

SVR, dyne - s - cm™*®
PVR, dyne - s - cm™

1,448.2 + 486.6 25
1858 = 77.4 27

1,424.8 + 490.8 26  0.87
164.5 =983 27 0.38

SV, ml 66.0 = 14.2 26 66.4+179 26 093
LVEDV, ml 1108 +21.2 18 1116 + 283 14 092
RVEDV, ml 1869 =454 10 1914 = 434 13 0.81
LVESV, ml 46.7 + 159 18 453 +19.2 14 0.82
RVESV, ml 115.5 = 31.1 10 120.3 =304 13 0.72

Definition of abbreviations: Cl = cardiac index; CO = cardiac output; LVEF =
left ventricular ejection fraction; LVEDV = left ventricular end-diastolic volume;
LVESV = left ventricular end-systolic volume; LVRS = lung volume reduction
surgery; MAP = mean systemic arterial pressure; PAD = pulmonary artery diastolic;
PAS = pulmonary artery systolic, PCWP = pulmonary capillary wedge pressure;
Ppa = pulmonary artery mean; PVR = pulmonary vascular resistance; RA = right
atrial; RVD = right ventricular diastolic; RVEDV = right ventricular end-diastolic
volume; RVEF = right ventricular ejection fraction; RVESV = right ventricular end-
systolic volume; RVS = right ventricular systolic; Sao, = arterial saturation;
SV, = mixed venous O, saturation; SV = stroke volume; SVR = systemic vascular
resistance.
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TABLE 4. PULMONARY FUNCTION TESTING AND EXERCISE DATA AT BASELINE AND 6 MONTHS

POSTRANDOMIZATION TO TREATMENT

Baseline 6 mo
Med (n = 27) LVRS (n = 28) p Med (n = 27) LVRS (n = 28) p

FEV:, % 28.2 * 6.6 25.7 £ 6.9 0.18 26.4 = 6.5 34.3 £ 9.9* 0.001
TLC, % 121.4 = 8.1 123.0 = 14.8 0.63 123.8 = 10.5 107.7 = 15.0* < 0.001
RV, % 203.1 = 28.6 222.2 + 553 0.11 216.2 + 39.7 165.1 = 38.6* < 0.001
Dico, % 30.1 + 8.1 28.0 =11.3 0.44 29.7 = 8.9 31.2 +£12.0 0.65

(n =27) (n = 28) (n = 22) (n = 25)f
Pao, mm Hg 64.4 = 8.7 65.5*+12.6 0.70 64.11 =+ 9.7 73.8 = 11.7* 0.002
Paco,, mm Hg 44.6 = 5.0 439 = 6.3 0.65 46.0 = 5.8 40.3 = 4.6* < 0.001
6MWD, ft 1,252 + 352 1,238 = 300 0.87 1,203 = 358 1,313 = 313 0.24

(n=27) (n = 25)
Max watts 49.4 + 239 42.8 + 26.6 0.33 445 = 279 49.9 = 22.5 0.45

(n=27) (n = 28) (n = 26) (n = 26)

Definition of abbreviations: Dico = diffusing capacity of carbon monoxide; Max watts = maximum wattage on cardiopulmonary
exercise testing; Med = medical (treatment group); 6MWD = six-minute-walk distance; RV = residual volume.

*p < 0.05 compared with baseline measurement.
T Performed at 12 mo.

in patients continuing with medical therapy. None of the changes
were statistically significant.

Figure 3 shows, however, that change in resting end-
expiratory PCWP (PCWP,,,) 6 months after randomization to
treatment was significantly lower in patients who underwent
LVRS compared with those receiving medical treatment.

Figure 4 shows respiratory swings (end-expiratory — end-
inspiratory) in pulmonary artery pressures at baseline and
6 months after treatment. There were no differences in the respi-
ratory swings in pulmonary artery pressure between the two
groups at baseline or after treatment.

Table 5 compares changes in other hemodynamic values from
baseline to 6 months after randomization to treatment. Changes
in Ppa, CO, SVo,, Sap,, and RVEF, measured by gated pooled
analysis, were similar in the two groups.

No correlation was found between changes in FEV, post-
LVRS and changes in LV end-diastolic volume index, and LV
end-systolic volume index. Increases in Pa, correlated with im-
provement in RVEF (r = 0.776, p = 0.024, n = 8) and inversely
with a reduction in PCWP,,, (r = —0.379, p = 0.05, n = 28)

15

Changes in expiratory Ppa (Ppa,,, r = —0.517, p = 0.006, n =
27) and PCWP,,, (r = —0.328, p = 0.089, n = 28) inversely
correlated with the change in FEV . Inverse correlations between
6MWD and LV end-diastolic volume index (r = —0.642, p =
0.033, n = 11) and LV end-systolic volume index (r = —0.627,
p = 0.039, n = 11), as well as between Ppa,,, (r = —0.536, p =
0.005, n = 26) and PCWP,,, (r = —0.432, p = 0.027, n = 26),
with maximum work performed on cardiopulmonary exercise
testing, were found.

DISCUSSION

In comparison to optimal medical treatment, LVRS minimally
reduces resting end-expiratory PCWP in severe emphysema.
However, it evinces no other significant effects on measured and
calculated cardiac performance variables at rest. We found that,
after LVRS, changes in FEV; correlated inversely with changes
in Ppa and changes in Pa,, correlated directly with changes in
RVEF. Changes in 6MWD and maximum work during cardio-
pulmonary exercise test correlated with changes in LV volume

B MED (n=27)
[ LVRS (n=28)
10

mm Hg
o

-5 4

-10 4

-15 T

Figure 2. Changes in end-expiratory right heart cathe-
terization pressures from baseline to 6 months after
randomization to treatment compared with baseline.
End-expiratory pressures post-lung volume reduction
surgery (LVRS) tended to be slightly lower compared
with patients who were medically treated (MED), but
none of the differences achieved statistical significance.
PAD, pulmonary artery diastolic; PAM, pulmonary artery
mean; RA, right atrial; RVD, right ventricular diastolic;
RVS, right ventricular systolic; PAS, pulmonary artery
systolic.

T T T T
RVS RVD PAS PAD

T
PAM
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20
p=0.041

Figure 3. Change in end-expiratory pulmonary capil-
lary wedge pressure (PCWP,;) from baseline to
6 months after randomization to treatment. The reduc-
tionin PCWP,,, seen after lung volume reduction surgery
(LVRS) (—1.76 = 7.1 mm Hg) was significantly different

from the increases in PCWP,,, observed in the medical
treatment group (3.46 + 11.1 mm Hg, p = 0.04).

T
Medical

indices and a reduction in pulmonary arterial pressures at end-
expiration, respectively. These data suggest that LVRS does not
induce significant pulmonary hypertension.

A major concern has been that resection of 20 to 30% of each
lung during LVRS impairs an already compromised pulmonary
vascular bed, and leads to postoperative pulmonary hypertension
(25). The development of secondary pulmonary hypertension
in chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (e.g., emphysema) is
ominous and denotes patients at greater risk for hospitalization
(26), reduced exercise tolerance (27), and higher mortality (28,
29). Several authors have reported that LVRS worsens pulmo-
nary hemodynamics (16, 17). Similarly, in emphysematous ani-
mal models, LVRS produced increases in pulmonary arterial
pressure that varied with the extent of resection (30, 31).

Other investigators have not found LVRS to increase pulmo-
nary arterial pressures. Kubo and colleagues (12) reported no
increase in pulmonary arterial pressures at rest, or during exer-
cise 6 months after bilateral LVRS. Oswald-Mammosser and
coworkers (13) reported no increase in Ppa at rest or during
exercise 3 to 12 months after bilateral LVRS. Similar results

were reported by Haniuda and colleagues (18), who found no
increase in pulmonary arterial pressures at rest or during exercise
in patients undergoing repeat RHC 6 months after bilateral
LVRS.

Our data reaffirm that pulmonary arterial hypertension is not
a significant complication of LVRS. We report these findings
in a patient group with moderate pulmonary hypertension at
baseline, a pulmonary hemodynamic profile that represents the
majority of patients presenting for LVRS evaluation. Our base-
line Ppa was 24.62 + 4.35 mm Hg, which was the magnitude of
secondary pulmonary hypertension (Ppa range: > 20 < 35 mm
Hg) that was found in 85.8% of patients evaluated who presented
for entry into NETT (32). Our findings are clinically relevant in
that we describe the effects of LVRS on the pulmonary vascular
bed in the category of patients most likely to undergo LVRS.

The reduction in PCWPgy, that we found is similar to the
reduction in PCWPrgy, and to the swings in pulmonary arterial
pressure reported at rest and during exercise after LVRS re-
ported by others (17). A higher PCWP has been previously
reported in patients with moderate to severe chronic obstructive

@ MED, n=25 I pre Med .
ik ore LVRS

E1D— 7 Z

7, / . /

. /

PAS PAD PAM PCWP

Figure 4. Respiratory swings of pulmonary artery pressures
before and after treatment. There was no significant effect
of lung volume reduction surgery (LVRS) on the respiratory
swings in pulmonary artery pressures at rest compared
with medical therapy (MED/Med). PAD, pulmonary artery
diastolic pressure; PAM, pulmonary artery mean pressure;
PAS, pulmonary artery systolic pressure; PCWP, pulmonary
capillary wedge pressure.
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TABLE 5. CHANGES IN OTHER HEMODYNAMIC VALUES
FROM BASELINE TO 6 MONTHS AFTER RANDOMIZATION
TO TREATMENT

Med n LVRS n p Value
Ppa, mm Hg 28 +133 21 2.1 =155 21 0.89
CO, L/min -03*x1.4 26 -0.7 =19 26 0.36
HR, beat/min 0.46 *+ 8.01 26 —3.69 + 12.69 26 0.16
SVo,, % -0.6 4.2 23 -1.0+74 23 0.83
Sao,, % -0.4%25 25 0.0 = 3.1 25 0.58
RVEF, % 1.4 +157 5 -1.8 =85 8 0.64
LVEF, % 44 +85 17 -0.7 =58 12 0.08

Definition of abbreviations: CO = cardiac output; HR = heart rate; LVEF = left
ventricular ejection fraction; LVRS = lung volume reduction surgery; Med =
medical (treatment group); Ppa = mean arterial pressure; RVEF = right ventricular
ejection fraction; Sao, = arterial oxygen saturation; SVo, = mixed venous O,
saturation.

pulmonary disease, and occurs without LV dysfunction. Our
data showing a reduction in PCWP,,, after LVRS without a
change in RV or LV function suggest that PCWP,,, reflects
higher intrathoracic pressures in our severely obstructed, hyper-
inflated patient group, rather than any LV dysfunction. It also
reaffirms the findings of others (33-35) that the hyperinflation
associated with emphysema contributes to the elevation in
PCWP,,,.

The lack of correlation of consistent changes in pulmonary
hemodynamics and exercise performance is not unexpected. The
majority of patients with severe emphysema experience respira-
tory- not cardiac-related limitations while exercising. This is par-
ticularly notable in our patient group, for which cardiac dysfunc-
tion was screened out using sophisticated testing as per the
NETT protocol. Therefore, our patient group is even more likely
to represent a cohort in whom respiratory rather than cardiac
limitation was the most important impediment to exercise.

We found an inverse correlation post-LVRS between changes
in FEV, and changes in Ppa,,, consistent with the findings of
others. We also found a correlation between an improvement
in RV function and oxygenation in patients who underwent
LVRS. An improvement in Pag, correlated inversely with a
reduction in PCWP,,. An improvement in oxygenation has been
repeatedly found by others to result in a reduction in pulmonary
artery pressures (26), PVR (5), and an improvement in RV
function (27).

We noted inverse correlations between 6(MWD and LV end-
diastolic volume index and LV end-systolic volume index, as
well as PT)aexp and PCWP,,, with maximum work performed on
cardiopulmonary exercise testing. In contrast to the findings of
others, we failed to show a correlation between changes in lung
function after LVRS to improvements in RV or LV filling or
function. Jorgensen and coworkers (15) used intraoperative
Doppler echocardiography and pulmonary artery catheters and
found that LVRS increased LV end-diastolic dimensions and
filling. Patients were studied immediately postoperatively, under
anesthesia, during the infusion of fluids and blood together with
vasoactive medications. Mineo and associates (14) used a flow-
directed, fast, thermistor-tipped volumetric pulmonary artery
catheter to calculate RVEF and reported a 0.21-L increase in
cardiac index and a 3.0-ml increase in SV at rest 6 months after
bilateral LVRS. During exercise, the cardiac index increased by
0.9 L, SV by 10 ml, and RVEF by 20%. An inverse relationship
was found between the increase in ejection fraction and changes
in the RV/TLC (r = —0.68, p = 0.01). Our study showed no
significant change in RVEF measured by gated pooled radionu-
clide angiography in patients receiving LVRS compared with

control subjects. Nor did it yield any correlation between changes
in pulmonary function and changes in cardiac performance. Rea-
sons for the discrepancy between their results and ours are not
clear, but could be due to differences in patient selection, or
surgical methods. As a result, we cannot discount a hemody-
namic effect of LVRS in some patients, or effects that might be
accentuated with exercise in many patients.

Certain limitations to our study are noteworthy. The sample
size was small (4.5% of patients enrolled in NETT), one-half of
the patients who had baseline RHC failed to have repeat RHC,
measurements were only made at rest, we did not measure intra-
thoracic pressure, and MUGA and RHC were not performed
on the same day. Patients who failed to have repeat RHC might
have had hemodynamic effects that differed from those who under-
went RHC retesting. We cannot exclude significant changes in
pulmonary hemodynamics after LVRS during exercise, but not
at rest, since we made no measurements during exercise. How-
ever, although small, our study was prospective, randomized,
and controlled. Our patient population was extremely well char-
acterized in terms of demographic and clinical data, radiological
imaging, and pulmonary function and exercise testing. At base-
line, the CV substudy patients were reflective of the NETT
population at large and mirrored the NETT population with
respect to the magnitude and direction of improvements in pul-
monary function and exercise data after LVRS. The inability of
all patients enrolled in the CV substudy to have repeat RHC
emphasizes the severity of illness in this patient group, and the
challenges that faced investigators and subjects in the NETT,
which required exhausting and time-consuming testing. The si-
multaneous performance of RHC and MUGA on the same day,
as well as placement of an endoesophageal catheter during RHC
to simultaneously measure intrathoracic pressures, was not done
for fears of overtaxing a fragile patient group, and further lim-
iting patient recruitment and retention.

Our data show that pulmonary hypertension at rest is not a
common complication of bilateral LVRS in our patient group.
The lack of improvement in resting cardiac parameters post-
LVRS, as well as the reduction in PCWP,,,, supports the notion
that LVRS improves the functional status in severe emphysema
predominantly via its effects on respiratory mechanics.
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