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Abstract: Background and Objectives: Interest in artificial intelligence (AI) for outcome prediction has

grown substantially in recent years. However, the prognostic role of AI using advanced cardiac

magnetic resonance imaging (CMR) remains unclear. This systematic review assesses the existing

literature on AI in CMR to predict outcomes in patients with cardiovascular disease. Materials and

Methods: Medline and Embase were searched for studies published up to November 2021. Any study

assessing outcome prediction using AI in CMR in patients with cardiovascular disease was eligible

for inclusion. All studies were assessed for compliance with the Checklist for Artificial Intelligence in

Medical Imaging (CLAIM). Results: A total of 5 studies were included, with a total of 3679 patients,

with 225 deaths and 265 major adverse cardiovascular events. Three methods demonstrated high

prognostic accuracy: (1) three-dimensional motion assessment model in pulmonary hypertension

(hazard ratio (HR) 2.74, 95%CI 1.73–4.34, p < 0.001), (2) automated perfusion quantification in patients

with coronary artery disease (HR 2.14, 95%CI 1.58–2.90, p < 0.001), and (3) automated volumetric,

functional, and area assessment in patients with myocardial infarction (HR 0.94, 95%CI 0.92–0.96,

p < 0.001). Conclusion: There is emerging evidence of the prognostic role of AI in predicting outcomes

for three-dimensional motion assessment in pulmonary hypertension, ischaemia assessment by

automated perfusion quantification, and automated functional assessment in myocardial infarction.

Keywords: artificial intelligence; machine learning; CMR; systematic review; prognosis

1. Introduction

The application of artificial intelligence (AI) methods in cardiovascular imaging has
increased in recent years. Compared to traditional data models, AI can process large
amounts of data and identify potentially important relationships [1,2]. Cardiac magnetic
resonance imaging (CMR) allows for the non-invasive assessment of cardiac and related
vascular structures. CMR not only identifies structural disease (e.g., myocardial scar)
but can also provide quantitative information (e.g., myocardial volume) and estimates of
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physiological performance (e.g., myocardial function) [3]. However, CMR requires time-
and cost-intensive expert assessment.

Efforts to improve the efficiency of CMR analysis have, to date, focused primarily
on the automated segmentation of cardiac structures [4]. However, AI techniques for
automating diagnosis and prognosis are emerging [5,6]. AI methods can derive clinical
measures rapidly and have demonstrated accuracy comparable to expert human perfor-
mance [7] (Figure 1). Looking forward, AI is likely to play an important role in increasing
the efficiency of CMR reporting and improving prognostication through risk stratification
of patients with cardiovascular disease.

Figure 1. (A) A three-dimensional motion assessment model of the right ventricle in pulmonary

hypertension illustrates the regional contributions to survival prediction, reproduced with permis-

sion from Dawes et al., published by Radiology, RSNA, 2017 [8]. (B) A representation of manual vs.

automated segmentation of three levels using short-axis cine stack left ventricular (LV) volumetric

assessment by cardiac magnetic resonance imaging (CMR). (C1) An automated registration followed

by Deep-Learning-based contour detection. LV endocardial border (red), LV epicardial border (green),

blood pool (white circle) and right ventricular insertion point (blue dot). (C2) The input function de-

rived from the most basal slice using absolute perfusion quantification by Fermi-based deconvolution.

(C3) A bullseye plot showing the results of segmental absolute perfusion quantification.

This study aims to evaluate the existing literature on the performance of AI techniques
in CMR for predicting outcomes in patients with cardiovascular disease.

2. Materials and Methods

The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)
recommendations were followed [9] (Figure 2). This study was registered in the Interna-
tional Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO; CRD42021291756) [10].
Ethics approval was not required.
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Figure 2. A search-strategy flow diagram adapted from Moher et al., 2009 [9], as per the Preferred

Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews (PRISMA) 2009 guidance.

2.1. Inclusion Criteria

Studies were considered for inclusion if they assessed the prognostic significance
of CMR using any AI technique in any cardiovascular disease. Studies were included
if they reported major adverse cardiac events (MACE) (all-cause mortality, reinfarctions,
revascularisations, strokes, congestive heart failure, or ventricular tachycardias) and death
as outcomes of interest.

2.2. Search Strategy

The search strategy is shown in Figure 2. The Medline and Embase databases were
searched using Healthcare Database Advanced Search (HDAS) on 18 November 2021. The
studies were published between 2017 and 2021. The references of relevant studies were also
manually searched. Animal studies, non-English language publications, and non-full-text
publications were excluded.

2.3. Study Selection and Data Extraction

The initial literature search was carried out by S.A., A.M., and M.S. in Sheffield. A more
detailed search was conducted by H.A. and R.L. in Norwich. Consistency was checked
by experts in the field (P.G., A.J.S., and D.P.R.). Two authors (H.A. and M.S.) screened
the titles and abstracts. Full texts of the identified studies were assessed for eligibility
and inclusion in the systematic review. A risk of bias analysis was performed by H.A.
Any queries regarding inclusion and risk of bias were discussed with a third author (S.A.).
Two authors (H.A. and S.A.) extracted relevant data according to a standardised checklist,
including study participants (number and sex), type of cardiovascular disease (coronary
artery disease, myocardial infarction, pulmonary hypertension, and tetralogy of Fallot),
and outcome characteristics (MACE or death) (Table 1).
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Table 1. A summary of the baseline characteristics and outcomes of the studies included in the

systematic review.

Study Disease State N
Mean Age ± SD

(Years)
Male (%)

LVEF (%,
Mean ± SD)

FU ± SD
(Years)

Deaths MACE

Dawes 2017 [8] PH 256 63 ± 17 44 61 ± 11 4 ± 1.7 93 1

Schuster 2020 [11] MI 1017 64 ± 8 75 47 ± 7 1 30 41

Diller 2020 [12] ToF 372 16 ± 4 55 58 ± 5 10 7 16

Knott 2020 [13] CAD 1049 61 ± 13 70 60 ± 13 1.7 ± 0.5 42 146

Seraphim 2021 [14] CAD 985 62 ± 10 67 62 ± 7 2.4 ± 0.5 53 61

Abbreviations: CAD, coronary artery disease; FU, follow up; LVEF, left ventricular ejection fraction; MACE, major
adverse cardiac events; MI, myocardial infarction; PH, pulmonary hypertension; ToF, tetralogy of fallot.

2.4. Study Evaluation

The key findings of each study were presented in a forest plot using MedCalc® Statis-
tical Software version 20.011 (MedCalc Software Ltd., Ostend, Belgium). The Checklist for
Artificial Intelligence in Medical Imaging (CLAIM) [15] was used to assess the quality of
reporting in the included studies. Data analyses were performed using SPSS (version 28.0,
IBM, Chicago, IL, USA) and confirmed in MedCalc. Continuous variables were expressed
as mean ± standard deviation (SD).

3. Results

3.1. Search Results

The database search identified 2475 records, of which 18 studies were deemed relevant
after screening the titles and abstracts. An assessment of the full texts identified five studies
that met the eligibility criteria (Figure 2).

3.2. Characteristics of included studies

The characteristics of the five included studies are provided in Table 1. These included
a total of 3679 patients (mean age 53 ± 19 years, 67% male). Four were retrospective,
multicentre studies [8,11,13,14], and one was a prospective single-centre study [12]. All the
studies were published between 2017 and 2021. A total of 225 deaths (6%) and 265 MACEs
(7%) were reported during the median follow-up periods, which ranged between one and
ten years. Each study focused on specific diseases: pulmonary hypertension (PH) (7%) [8],
myocardial infarction (MI) (28%) [11], coronary artery disease (CAD) (55%) [13,14], and
tetralogy of Fallot (ToF) (10%) [12]. Four different CMR software solutions were used for
analyses, including CVI42 (Circle Cardiovascular Imaging, Calgary, AB, Canada) [11,13,14],
ViewForum workstation (Philips Healthcare, The Netherlands) [8], QMass (v3.1.16.0; Medis
Medical Imaging Systems, the Netherlands) [11], and TomTec (TomTec Imaging Systems,
Unterschleissheim, Germany) [12].

Three different AI techniques were used to predict outcomes: (1) three-dimensional
motion assessment model in pulmonary hypertension [8], (2) automated perfusion quan-
tification in patients with coronary artery disease [13,14], and (3) automated volumetric,
functional and area assessment in MI and ToF patients [11,12]. A summary of all the CMR
parameters and their significance for the studies included in this systematic review is
outlined in Supplementary Table S1.

3.3. Quality Assessment

The assessment of the included studies for compliance with CLAIM is shown in
Supplementary Table S2. Apart from the de-identification methods, almost all the items in
the CLAIM checklist were adequately reported, with an overall compliance of 93% to 98%
for all 42 of the checklist criteria.
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3.4. Outcome Prediction

The studies were grouped according to the type of AI technique used. A meta-analysis
of the two studies using automated perfusion quantification in patients with CAD was
performed [13,14]. The pooled analysis showed a total random effect of 2.02 (SE = 0.28, 95%
CI 1.47–2.58, p < 0.001, z = 7.13) (Figure 3).

− −

Figure 3. A forest plot of AI using CMR parameters and their significance for automated perfusion

quantification in patients with coronary artery disease [13,14]. Abbreviations: CAD, coronary artery

disease; MBF, myocardial blood flow; MPR, myocardial perfusion reserve; PTT, pulmonary transit

time; PBVi, pulmonary blood volume index.

Knott et al. [13] included patients with CAD, of which 4% died, and 14% experienced
MACEs during a follow-up period of 1.7 ± 0.5 years. Automatic myocardial blood flow
(MBF) and myocardial perfusion reserve (MPR) were the parameters most significantly
associated with MACE and death. The risk of MACE was found to be twice as likely for
each mL/g−1/min−1 decrease in stress myocardial blood flow (HR 2.14, 95% CI, 1.58–2.90,
p < 0.001) and 1 U decrease in MPR (HR 1.74, 95%CI, 1.36–2.22, p < 0.001).

Seraphim et al. [14] also included patients with CAD, of which 5% died, and 6%
experienced MACE during a follow-up period of 2.4 ± 0.5 years. An AI analysis of
perfusion metrics showed a significant association of outcomes between the pulmonary
transit time (PTT; HR 1.43, 95%CI 1.10–1.85, p = 0.007) and pulmonary blood volume index
(PBVi; HR 1.42, 95%CI 1.13–1.78, p = 0.002).

Schuster et al. [11] compared manual and commercially available AI methods in MI.
During a follow-up period of 1 year, 3% of patients died, and 4% experienced MACE. In
a multivariate Cox regression analysis, MACE was significantly associated with the left
ventricular ejection fraction (LVEF; HR 0.94, 95%CI 0.92–0.96, p < 0.001), infarction size (IS;
HR 1.05, 95%CI 1.02–1.07, p < 0.001), and microvascular obstruction (MVO; HR 1.07, 95%CI
1.01–1.1, p = 0.016) (Figure 4). A strong correlation between the three-dimensional right
motion and prognosis in patients with pulmonary hypertension was reported by Dawes
et al. [8]. During a follow-up period of 4 ± 1.7 years, 36% of patients died, and a single
patient (0.4%) underwent lung transplantation. Three-dimensional patterns of systolic
cardiac motion significantly predicted mortality (HR 2.74, 95%CI 1.73–4.34, p < 0.001) [8]
(Figure 4).
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Figure 4. A forest plot of AIs using CMR parameters and their significance for the three-dimensional

motion assessment model in pulmonary hypertension and automated volumetric, functional, and area

assessment in myocardial infarction [8,11]. Abbreviations: 3D, three-dimensional; IS, infarction size;

LVEF, left ventricular ejection fraction; MI, myocardial infarction; MVO, microvascular obstruction;

PH, pulmonary hypertension; RV, right ventricle.

Diller et al. [12] reported a cohort of patients with repaired ToF. The patients had a
mean age of 16 years old and were followed up for ten years, during which 2% died and
4% experienced MACE [12]. The study evaluated a total of ten parameters, comprising
area and strain measurements in the right atrium, right ventricle, and left ventricle. Uni-
variate Cox regression analysis showed a significant association between MACE and death
(Supplementary Figure S1).

4. Discussion

This systematic review evaluated the role of AI in CMR imaging to predict signif-
icant patient outcomes. Five studies were included, with three AI techniques and four
diseases represented.

Three studies assessed AI in ischaemic heart disease (MI and CAD). The presence and
extent of infarction size detected by CMR have been shown to predict MACE and death [16,17].
However, assessing the size of the ischaemic scar and the presence of microvascular
obstruction with CMR can be challenging. Schuster et al. [11] have shown that both
tasks can be performed using AI while adding prognostic value. These findings may be
somewhat limited by the selection bias arising from excluding clinically unstable patients
in this study. Stress-perfusion imaging also plays an increasing role in chest pain and
CAD assessment [18–20] and is performed using first-pass perfusion of the myocardium
using a vasodilator stress agent, most commonly adenosine. Stress perfusion can add value
by delineating the extent of infarcted myocardium and may be advantageous compared
to other imaging techniques in detecting myocardial disease caused by non-ischaemic
cardiomyopathies [21,22]. Previous studies have shown that the manual assessment of
myocardial stress, MBF, and MPR is associated with all-cause mortality in CMR [23] and
positron emission tomography (PET) [24–26]. Knott et al. [13] automated the process
of quantitative myocardial perfusion and reconfirmed the value of MBF and MPR on
CAD outcome prediction. However, the inability to attribute causation because of the
observational study design makes this study more prone to bias and confounding.

Similarly, two recently established biomarkers, PTT and PBVi, have been developed
for CMR perfusion imaging [23]. PTT is the time interval for a contrast bolus to pass from
the right-sided circulation to the left, and PBVi is the product of PTT and the cardiac index
(PBVi = PTT × cardiac output/body surface area) [14,27]. Both parameters are used for
the quantitative grading of haemodynamic congestion. While PTT and PBVi are strong
haemodynamic markers in PH [28], congenital heart disease (CHD) [29], and heart failure
(HF) [27], their role in CAD is unclear. Seraphim et al. [14] applied an automatic and
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standardised assessment of PTT and PBVi in patients with CAD. They concluded that for
every one SD increase in rest PTT, and one SD increase in PBVi, there was a significant
associated increase in the risk of MACE.

Dawes et al. [8] evaluated an automated three-dimensional motion assessment model
in patients with PH. A three-dimensional computational analysis of longitudinal, circum-
ferential, and radial RV motion relative to the long-axis was undertaken between the
end-diastole and end-systole. The resulting data were analysed using a supervised AI
algorithm to investigate the cardiac motion patterns that were more closely associated with
survival. Right ventricular function is a known prognostic parameter in PH, and changes
in its morphology, volume, or mass are associated with mortality [30–32]. This study’s AI
three-dimensional cardiac motion assessment has shown an incremental prognostic value
and further improved outcome prediction compared with conventional RV parameters.
However, this study included all non-congenital PH cases and treatment regimens, so the
AI method must be applied with caution in selective disease groups, as these findings
might not be applicable.

Traditional automated volumetric, functional, and area assessments play a vital role
in assessing the prognosis of congenital heart disease. Diller et al. [12] evaluated the
prognostic role of AI in CMR measurements for predicting the outcome of death and
MACE in ToF patients [12]. They showed good agreement between AI and manually
derived left-ventricular volumetric parameters [12]. Previous studies have suggested an
association between moderate RV dysfunction and impaired RA function in ToF [33,34]. In
addition to the biventricular endocardial borders, Diller et al. [12] automatically traced the
endocardial borders of the right atrium and calculated the right atrial area using feature-
track-based strain. They concluded that subjects with an RA area of >22 cm2 and an RV
longitudinal strain <16% had a 4.5-fold increased risk of MACE compared with subjects
with an RA area of less than 22 cm2 and an RV strain of more than 16%. However, despite
a large patient cohort and long median follow-up, caution must be applied with a small
number of events, as the findings might not be enough to establish prognostic value.

An AI-based approach to predicting clinical outcomes from CMR images carries a
number of potential advantages. These include the simultaneous evaluation of multiple
parameters and increased efficiency and reproducibility in CMR image assessment. How-
ever, there are significant challenges to overcome in its development and implementation
in cardiovascular medicine. The quality of model training, and hence model performance,
is dependent on the size and characteristics of the dataset used. The lack of suitably large
datasets can be a major hurdle. The mix of cases included in datasets can introduce biases in
model training, potentially impairing model generalisability in the clinical setting. Models
trained on cases from a specific population with more homogeneous characteristics (for
example, only including a particular severity of disease or a narrow range of patient ages)
are less likely to perform accurately when applied to other populations. The use of large,
multicentre datasets that represent the clinically relevant population can help mitigate this.
For prognostication, model transparency is a key issue. Understanding exactly how an AI
model has predicted outcomes and from what combination of parameters is clinically im-
portant. This is likely to be of growing importance as AI continues to develop and integrate
an increasing number of parameters. Transparency depends not only on model design and
methods of evaluating performance but also on how studies are reported and published.
For the studies included here, compliance with the criteria of the CLAIM checklist was high,
reflecting good transparency in reporting. The use of purely retrospective datasets is conve-
nient for AI studies but can limit study design, and models trained on prospective datasets
may be needed for the accurate prediction of outcomes. Cardiovascular diseases are broad,
and prognostic information should be interpreted carefully to avoid over-generalisation. In
order to advance the field, future studies should ensure that a spectrum of disease types
and severities are assessed.

This systematic review has a number of limitations. Only five studies were included,
with three techniques and four disease types represented. However, the included studies
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demonstrate that AI-based approaches for outcome prediction are feasible and highlight
some of the existing approaches used. As the included studies covered different techniques,
disease types, and measured parameters, direct comparisons between all studies and formal
meta-analyses were not meaningful.

5. Conclusions

This systematic review evaluated existing studies using AI in CMR imaging for the
prediction of significant clinical outcomes. There is emerging evidence of the prognostic
role of AI in predicting outcomes for three-dimensional motion assessment in pulmonary
hypertension, ischaemia assessment by automated perfusion quantification, and automated
functional assessment in myocardial infarction.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://

www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/medicina58081087/s1, Table S1: A summary of all CMR parameters

and their significance for studies included in this systematic review; Table S2: A summary of

the CLAIM outcomes for all five assessed studies [15]; Figure S1: A forest plot of AI using CMR

parameters and their significance for automated volumetric, functional, and area assessment in

tetralogy of Fallot (ToF); Appendix SA: A database search strategy [8,11–15].
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Abbreviations

AI Artificial intelligence.

CAD Coronary artery disease.

CMR Cardiac magnetic resonance imaging.

HR Hazard ratio.

IS Infarction size.

LVEF Left ventricular ejection fraction.

MACE Major adverse cardiac events.

MI Myocardial infarction.

MPR Myocardial perfusion reserve.

MVO Microvascular obstruction.
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PH Pulmonary hypertension.

PRISMA Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses.

PROSPERO International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews.

ToF Tetralogy of Fallot.

References

1. Johnson, K.W.; Soto, J.T.; Glicksberg, B.S.; Shameer, K.; Miotto, R.; Ali, M.; Ashley, E.; Dudley, J.T. Artificial Intelligence in

Cardiology. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 2018, 71, 2668–2679. [CrossRef]

2. Pennell, D.; Delgado, V.; Knuuti, J.; Maurovich-Horvat, P.; Bax, J.J. The year in cardiology: Imaging: The year in cardiology 2019.

Eur. Heart J. 2020, 41, 739–747. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Salerno, M.; Sharif, B.; Arheden, H.; Kumar, A.; Axel, L.; Li, D.; Neubauer, S. Recent Advances in Cardiovascular Magnetic

Resonance Techniques and Applications. Circ. Cardiovasc. Imaging 2017, 10, e003951. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Leiner, T.; Rueckert, D.; Suinesiaputra, A.; Baeßler, B.; Nezafat, R.; Išgum, I.; Young, A.A. Machine learning in cardiovascular

magnetic resonance: Basic concepts and applications. J. Cardiovasc. Magn. Reson. 2019, 21, 61. [CrossRef]

5. Swift, A.J.; Lu, H.; Uthoff, J.; Garg, P.; Cogliano, M.; Taylor, J.; Metherall, P.; Zhou, S.; Johns, C.; Alabed, S.; et al. A machine

learning cardiac magnetic resonance approach to extract disease features and automate pulmonary arterial hypertension diagnosis.

Eur. Heart J.—Cardiovasc. Imaging 2020, 22, 236–245. [CrossRef]

6. Uthoff, J.; Alabed, S.; Garg, P.; Lawrie, A.; Wild, J.M.; Kiely, D.G.; Lu, H.; Swift, A.J. Sex bias exists in diagnosing pulmonary

arterial hypertension via machine learning. Eur. Respir J. 2020, 56, 1469. [CrossRef]

7. Bai, W.; Sinclair, M.; Tarroni, G.; Oktay, O.; Rajchl, M.; Vaillant, G.; Lee, A.M.; Aung, N.; Lukaschuk, E.; Sanghvi, M.M.; et al.

Automated cardiovascular magnetic resonance image analysis with fully convolutional networks. J. Cardiovasc. Magn. Reson.

2018, 20, 65. [CrossRef]

8. Dawes, T.J.W.; de Marvao, A.; Shi, W.; Fletcher, T.; Watson, G.M.J.; Wharton, J.; Rhodes, C.; Howard, L.S.G.E.; Gibbs, J.S.R.;

Rueckert, D.; et al. Machine Learning of Three-dimensional Right Ventricular Motion Enables Outcome Prediction in Pulmonary

Hypertension: A Cardiac MR Imaging Study. Radiology 2017, 283, 381–390. [CrossRef]

9. Moher, D.; Liberati, A.; Tetzlaff, J.; Altman, D.G.; Group, T.P. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses:

The PRISMA Statement. PLoS Med. 2009, 6, e1000097. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Assadi, H.; Garg, P. Role of artificial intelligence and machine learning in predicting outcomes using cardiac MRI: A systematic

review and meta-analysis. PROSPERO 2021, CRD42021291756. Available online: https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/

display_record.php?ID=CRD42021291756 (accessed on 26 January 2022).

11. Schuster, A.; Lange, T.; Backhaus, S.J.; Strohmeyer, C.; Boom, P.C.; Matz, J.; Kowallick, J.T.; Lotz, J.; Steinmetz, M.; Kutty, S.; et al.

Fully Automated Cardiac Assessment for Diagnostic and Prognostic Stratification Following Myocardial Infarction. J. Am. Heart

Assoc. Cardiovasc. Cerebrovasc. Dis. 2020, 9, e016612. [CrossRef]

12. Diller, G.P.; Orwat, S.; Vahle, J.; Bauer, U.M.M.; Urban, A.; Sarikouch, S.; Berger, F.; Beerbaum, P.; Baumgartner, H. Prediction of

prognosis in patients with tetralogy of Fallot based on deep learning imaging analysis. Heart 2020, 106, 1007–1014. [CrossRef]

13. Knott, K.D.; Seraphim, A.; Augusto, J.; Xue, H.; Chacko, L.; Aung, N.; Petersen, S.E.; Cooper, J.A.; Manisty, C.; Bhuva, A.N.; et al.

The Prognostic Significance of Quantitative Myocardial Perfusion: An Artificial Intelligence Based Approach Using Perfusion

Mapping. Circulation 2020, 141, 1282–1291. [CrossRef]

14. Seraphim, A.; Knott, K.D.; Menacho, K.; Augusto, J.B.; Davies, R.; Pierce, I.; Joy, G.; Bhuva, A.N.; Xue, H.; Treibel, T.A.; et al.

Prognostic Value of Pulmonary Transit Time and Pulmonary Blood Volume Estimation Using Myocardial Perfusion CMR. JACC

Cardiovasc. Imaging 2021, 14, 2107–2119. [CrossRef]

15. Mongan, J.; Moy, L.; Kahn, C.E. Checklist for Artificial Intelligence in Medical Imaging (CLAIM): A Guide for Authors and

Reviewers. Radiol. Artif. Intell. 2020, 2, e200029. [CrossRef]

16. Wu, E.; Ortiz, J.T.; Tejedor, P.; Lee, D.; Bucciarelli-Ducci, C.; Kansal, P.; Carr, J.C.; Holly, A.T.; Lloyd-Jones, D.; Klocke, F.J.; et al.

Infarct size by contrast enhanced cardiac magnetic resonance is a stronger predictor of outcomes than left ventricular ejection

fraction or end-systolic volume index: Prospective cohort study. Heart 2008, 94, 730–736. [CrossRef]

17. El Aidi, H.; Adams, A.; Moons, K.G.; Ruijter, H.M.D.; Mali, W.P.; Doevendans, P.A.; Nagel, E.; Schalla, S.; Bots, M.L.; Leiner,

T. Cardiac Magnetic Resonance Imaging Findings and the Risk of Cardiovascular Events in Patients With Recent Myocardial

Infarction or Suspected or Known Coronary Artery Disease. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 2014, 63, 1031–1045. [CrossRef]

18. Kwong, R.Y.; Ge, Y.; Steel, K.; Bingham, S.; Abdullah, S.; Fujikura, K.; Wang, W.; Pandya, A.; Chen, Y.-Y.; Mikolich, J.R.; et al.

Cardiac Magnetic Resonance Stress Perfusion Imaging for Evaluation of Patients With Chest Pain. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 2019, 74,

1741–1755. [CrossRef]

19. Gulati, M.; Levy, P.D.; Mukherjee, D.; Amsterdam, E.; Bhatt, D.L.; Birtcher, K.K.; Blankstein, R.; Boyd, J.; Bullock-Palmer, R.P.;

Conejo, T.; et al. 2021 AHA/ACC/ASE/CHEST/SAEM/SCCT/SCMR Guideline for the Evaluation and Diagnosis of Chest

Pain: Executive Summary: A Report of the American College of Cardiology/American Heart Association Joint Committee on

Clinical Practice Guidelines. Circulation 2021, 144, e368–e454. [CrossRef]

20. Vincenti, G.; Masci, P.G.; Monney, P.; Rutz, T.; Hugelshofer, S.; Gaxherri, M.; Muller, O.; Iglesias, J.F.; Eeckhout, E.; Lorenzoni,

V.; et al. Stress Perfusion CMR in Patients With Known and Suspected CAD: Prognostic Value and Optimal Ischemic Threshold

for Revascularization. JACC Cardiovasc. Imaging 2017, 10, 526–537. [CrossRef]



Medicina 2022, 58, 1087 10 of 10

21. Kim, R.J.; Wu, E.; Rafael, A.; Chen, E.-L.; Parker, M.A.; Simonetti, O.; Klocke, F.J.; Bonow, R.O.; Judd, R.M. The Use of Contrast-

Enhanced Magnetic Resonance Imaging to Identify Reversible Myocardial Dysfunction. N. Engl. J. Med. 2000, 343, 1445–1453.

[CrossRef]

22. McCrohon, J.; Moon, J.; Prasad, S.; McKenna, W.J.; Lorenz, C.; Coats, A.S.; Pennell, D. Differentiation of Heart Failure Related

to Dilated Cardiomyopathy and Coronary Artery Disease Using Gadolinium-Enhanced Cardiovascular Magnetic Resonance.

Circulation 2003, 108, 54–59. [CrossRef]

23. Nelsson, A.; Kanski, M.; Engblom, H.; Ugander, M.; Carlsson, M.; Arheden, H. Pulmonary blood volume measured by

cardiovascular magnetic resonance: Influence of pulmonary transit time methods and left atrial volume. J. Cardiovasc. Magn.

Reson. 2021, 23, 123. [CrossRef]

24. Patel, K.K.; Spertus, J.A.; Chan, P.S.; Sperry, B.W.; Al Badarin, F.; Kennedy, K.F.; Thompson, R.C.; Case, J.A.; McGhie, A.I.; Bateman,

T.M. Myocardial blood flow reserve assessed by positron emission tomography myocardial perfusion imaging identifies patients

with a survival benefit from early revascularization. Eur. Heart J. 2019, 41, 759–768. [CrossRef]

25. Murthy, V.L.; Naya, M.; Foster, C.R.; Hainer, J.; Gaber, M.; Di Carli, G.; Blankstein, R.; Dorbala, S.; Sitek, A.; Pencina, M.J.; et al.

Improved Cardiac Risk Assessment with Non-Invasive measures of Coronary flow reserve. Circulation 2011, 124, 2215–2224.

[CrossRef]

26. Taqueti, V.R.; Solomon, S.D.; Shah, A.M.; Desai, A.S.; Groarke, J.D.; Osborne, M.; Hainer, J.; Bibbo, C.F.; Dorbala, S.; Blankstein,

R.; et al. Coronary microvascular dysfunction and future risk of heart failure with preserved ejection fraction. Eur. Heart J. 2017,

39, 840–849. [CrossRef]

27. Ricci, F.; Barison, A.; Todiere, G.; Mantini, C.; Cotroneo, A.R.; Emdin, M.; De Caterina, R.; Galllina, S.; Aquaro, G.D. Prognostic

value of pulmonary blood volume by first-pass contrast-enhanced CMR in heart failure outpatients: The PROVE-HF study. Eur.

Heart J.—Cardiovasc. Imaging 2017, 19, 896–904. [CrossRef]

28. Swift, A.J.; Telfer, A.; Rajaram, S.; Condliffe, R.; Marshall, H.; Capener, D.; Hurdman, J.; Elliot, C.; Kiely, D.G.; Wild, J.M. Dynamic

Contrast–Enhanced Magnetic Resonance Imaging in Patients with Pulmonary Arterial Hypertension. Pulm. Circ. 2014, 4, 61–70.

[CrossRef]

29. Ait Ali, L.; Aquaro, G.D.; Peritore, G.; Ricci, F.; De Marchi, D.; Emdin, M.; Passino, C.; Festa, P. Cardiac Magnetic Resonance

Evaluation of Pulmonary Transit Time and Blood Volume in Adult Congenital Heart disease. J. Magn. Reson. Imaging JMRI 2019,

50, 779–786. [CrossRef]

30. Alabed, S.; Shahin, Y.; Garg, P.; Alandejani, F.; Johns, C.S.; Lewis, R.A.; Condliffe, R.; Wild, J.M.; Kiely, D.G.; Swift, A.J. Cardiac-

MRI Predicts Clinical Worsening and Mortality in Pulmonary Arterial Hypertension. JACC Cardiovasc. Imaging 2020, 14, 931–942.

[CrossRef]

31. Goh, Z.M.; Alabed, S.; Shahin, Y.; Rothman, A.M.; Garg, P.; Lawrie, A.; Capener, D.; Thompson, A.R.; Alandejani, F.A.; Johns,

C.S.; et al. Right Ventricular Adaptation Assessed Using Cardiac Magnetic Resonance Predicts Survival in Pulmonary Arterial

Hypertension. JACC Cardiovasc. Imaging 2020, 14, 1271–1272. [CrossRef]

32. Alabed, S.; Uthoff, J.; Zhou, S.; Garg, P.; Dwivedi, K.; Alandejani, F.; Gosling, R.; Schobs, L.; Brook, M.; Capener, D.; et al. Machine

Learning cardiac-MRI features predict mortality in newly diagnosed pulmonary arterial hypertension. Eur. Heart J.—Digit. Health

2022, 3, 265–275. [CrossRef]

33. Kutty, S.; Shang, Q.; Joseph, N.; Kowallick, J.T.; Schuster, A.; Steinmetz, M.; Danford, D.A.; Beerbaum, P.; Sarikouch, S. Abnormal

right atrial performance in repaired tetralogy of Fallot: A CMR feature tracking analysis. Int. J. Cardiol. 2017, 248, 136–142.

[CrossRef]

34. Luijnenburg, S.E.; Peters, R.E.; van der Geest, R.J.; Moelker, A.; Roos-Hesselink, J.W.; de Rijke, Y.B.; Mulder, B.J.; Vliegen, H.W.;

Helbing, W.A. Abnormal right atrial and right ventricular diastolic function relate to impaired clinical condition in patients

operated for tetralogy of Fallot. Int. J. Cardiol. 2013, 167, 833–839. [CrossRef]


	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Inclusion Criteria 
	Search Strategy 
	Study Selection and Data Extraction 
	Study Evaluation 

	Results 
	Search Results 
	Characteristics of included studies 
	Quality Assessment 
	Outcome Prediction 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

