
1 

Individual Patient Data Pooled Analysis of Randomized Trials of Bivalirudin 

Versus Heparin in Acute Myocardial Infarction: Rationale and Methodology 

 

Brief title: Bivalirudin Trials Pooled Database 

 

Behnood Bikdeli, MD, MS1,2,3, Thomas McAndrew, PhD3, Aaron Crowley, MA3, Shmuel Chen, 

MD, PhD1,3, Ghazaleh Mehdipoor, MD3, Björn Redfors, MD, PhD3,4, Yangbo Liu, MS3, Zixuan 

Zhang, MS3, Mengdan Liu, MS3, Yiran Zhang, MS3, Dominic P. Francese, MPH3, David 

Erlinge, MD, PhD5, Stefan K. James, MD, PhD6, Yaling Han, MD, PhD7, Yi Li, MD7, Adnan 

Kastrati, MD8, Stefanie Schüpke, MD8, Rod H. Stables, DM9,10, Adeel Shahzad, PhD9, Philippe 

Gabriel Steg, MD11,12, Patrick Goldstein, MD13, Enrico Frigoli, MD14, Roxana Mehran, MD3,15, 

Marco Valgimigli, MD, PhD14, Gregg W. Stone, MD1,3 

 
1Division of Cardiology, Department of Medicine, New York-Presbyterian Hospital/Columbia University 

Medical Center, New York, NY, United States; 2Center for Outcomes Research & Evaluation, Yale 

School of Medicine, New Haven, CT, United States; 3Clinical Trials Center, Cardiovascular Research 

Foundation, New York, NY, United States; 4Department of Cardiology, Sahlgrenska University Hospital, 

Gothenburg, Sweden; 5Department of Cardiology, Lund University, Lund, Sweden; 6Department of 

Medical Sciences, Cardiology, Uppsala University, Uppsala, Sweden; 7Department of Cardiology, 

General Hospital of Northern Theater Command, Shenyang, China; 8Department of Cardiology, 

Deutsches Herzzentrum München, Technische Universität, Munich, Germany; 9Liverpool Heart and 

Chest Hospital, Liverpool, United Kingdom; 10University of Liverpool, Liverpool, United Kingdom; 
11Hôpital Bichat, Paris, France; 12Imperial College, Royal Brompton Hospital, London, United Kingdom; 
13Lille University Hospital, Lille, France; 14Department of Cardiology, Bern University Hospital, 

University of Bern, Bern, Switzerland; 15Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai Hospital, New York, 

NY, United States 

 

Total word Count: 5713 words 

 

Correspondence: 

Gregg W. Stone, MD 

Columbia University Medical Center 

Cardiovascular Research Foundation 

1700 Broadway, 9th Floor 

New York, NY 10019 United States 

Phone: (646) 434-4134; fax: (646) 434-4715 

gs2184@cumc.columbia.edu   

mailto:gs2184@cumc.columbia.edu
mailto:gs2184@cumc.columbia.edu


2 

ABSTRACT 

Background: Individual randomized controlled trials (RCTs) of periprocedural anticoagulation 

with bivalirudin versus heparin during percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) have reported 

conflicting results. Study-level meta-analyses lack granularity to adjust for confounders, explore 

heterogeneity, or identify subgroups that may particularly benefit or be harmed. 

Objectives: To overcome these limitations, we sought to develop an individual patient-data 

pooled database of RCTs comparing bivalirudin versus heparin. 

Methods: We conducted a systematic review to identify RCTs in which  1000 patients with 

acute myocardial infarction (AMI) undergoing PCI were randomized to bivalirudin versus 

heparin. 

Results: From 738 identified studies, 8 RCTs met the pre-specified criteria. The principal 

investigators of each study agreed to provide patient-level data. The data were pooled and 

checked for accuracy against trial publications, with discrepancies addressed by consulting with 

the trialists. Consensus-based definitions were created to resolve differing antithrombotic, 

procedural, and outcome definitions. The project required 3.5 years to complete, and the final 

database includes 27,409 patients (13,346 randomized to bivalirudin and 14,063 randomized to 

heparin). 

Conclusions: We have created a large individual-patient database of bivalirudin versus heparin 

RCTs in patients with AMI undergoing PCI. This endeavor may help identify the optimal 

periprocedural anticoagulation regimen for patient groups with different relative risks of adverse 

ischemic versus bleeding events, including those with ST-segment and non–ST-segment 

elevation MI, radial versus femoral access, use of a prolonged bivalirudin infusion or 
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glycoprotein inhibitors, and others. Adherence to standardized techniques and rigorous validation 

processes should increase confidence in the accuracy and robustness of the results.  

Keywords: bivalirudin, heparin, pooled analysis, percutaneous coronary intervention, acute 

myocardial infarction 
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INTRODUCTION 

Optimal periprocedural anticoagulation is fundamental for patients undergoing 

percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI).1 Heparin derivatives (predominantly unfractionated 

heparin) are the dominant agents used for periprocedural anticoagulation and have been 

successfully used for decades; however, use of heparin is hampered by its indirect mechanism of 

action (activation of anti-thrombin), unpredictable pharmacodynamics, non-specific protein 

binding, and paradoxical platelet activation, which can result in either under- or over-

anticoagulation with ischemic or hemorrhagic complications or heparin-induced 

thrombocytopenia.2 

Bivalirudin, an intravenous direct thrombin inhibitor with intrinsic antiplatelet activity, 

has been under investigation for use in PCI for the past 2 decades. Initial trials suggested a lower 

risk of bleeding with bivalirudin-based compared with heparin-based regimens, and some studies 

even suggested reduced rates of cardiovascular and all-cause mortality.3,4 These studies led to 

widespread adoption of bivalirudin, which was—for a while—the most frequently used 

periprocedural anticoagulant for PCI in the United States5; however, an increased rate of acute 

(<24 hour) stent thrombosis with bivalirudin (likely due to its short-half-life when abruptly 

discontinued after the procedure )was observed and raised concerns.3,6,7 Attempts at overcoming 

this risk with more potent antiplatelet agents offset its bleeding advantage.8 Some trials have 

suggested that acute stent thrombosis may be reduced with a prolonged post-PCI bivalirudin 

infusion, although there is uncertainty as to the optimal infusion dose and duration.9-11 The 

differential use of planned or bailout use of glycoprotein IIb/IIIa inhibitors (GPIs) in the 

randomized arms in many trials has made a comparison between heparin and bivalirudin 

difficult. In addition, whether these risks and benefits are specific to patients with ST-segment 
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elevation myocardial infarction (STEMI) versus non-STEMI (NSTEMI), or to those undergoing 

PCI with radial versus femoral vascular access is unclear. 

To explore these issues, several study-level meta-analyses have been performed, 

reporting variable results.4,12-14 Such studies, while relatively easy to conduct using widely 

available statistical software packages, cannot provide in-depth assessment in subgroups, 

adequately account for heterogeneity of findings across the studies, adjust for confounders, or 

directly explore time-related effects (Table 1). In contrast, pooling individual patient-level data 

(IPD) provides the capability for more accurate assessment of the exposure and outcome 

variables (including multivariable adjustment for confounders), examination of the temporal 

relationships of therapies, and identification of specific patient subgroups in whom a more 

favorable risk-benefit profile may be identified.4,15,16 Such efforts, however, are substantially 

more complex, time consuming, and resource intensive. 

We herein describe the methodology and process of the development of a large pooled 

database of IPD from RCTs of patients with acute myocardial infarction (AMI) undergoing PCI 

who were allocated to receive a bivalirudin-based regimen versus a heparin-based regimen. 

 

METHODS 

Search strategy. This study was performed according to the Preferred Reporting Items 

for Systematic Review and Meta-Analyses of Individual Participant Data (PRISMA-IPD) 

statement17 and has been registered at the International prospective register of systematic reviews 

(PROSPERO; https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/; CRD42019132715). We searched 

MEDLINE with PubMed interface to identify RCTs that compared the use of bivalirudin-based 

versus heparin-based regimens in patients with AMI who underwent PCI (broad search query: 

https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
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("bivalirudin" [Supplementary Concept] OR bivalirudin*[TI] OR hirulog*[TI]) AND (random* 

OR control* OR trial*)). We also reviewed the existing study-level meta-analyses and reviewed 

their reference lists to source any additional potential RCTs (date of last search: August 17, 

2018). 

 Study inclusion and exclusion criteria. We assessed the relevance of the studies based 

on the patients, intervention, control, and outcomes (PICO) principles. To be considered for 

inclusion, the trials were required to be an RCT of patients with AMI undergoing PCI allocated 

to bivalirudin-based versus a heparin-based anticoagulant regimen. Prior studies have shown that 

the accuracy of estimates provided in small randomized trials is uncertain18 and may have biased 

estimates of treatment effect. Further, merging numerous small trials at the patient level will 

create practical challenges for identifying common definitions for the pooled data. We therefore 

included only RCTs that enrolled at least 1,000 patients with AMI (either NSTEMI or STEMI). 

 Patient inclusion and exclusion criteria. Among the identified RCTs, we only included 

patients with AMI meeting at least one of the following criteria: (i) coded by the original trialists 

as STEMI; (ii) coded by the original trialists as unstable angina or NSTEMI with at least one set 

of positive pre-procedural cardiac biomarkers in the database; or (iii) coded by the original 

trialists as NSTEMI along with explicit trial-level protocol processes requiring positive cardiac 

biomarkers for NSTEMI designation. We excluded patients with stable angina as well as those 

with biomarker-negative unstable angina (i.e., in the absence of NSTEMI or STEMI). 

We included patients randomized to heparin (unfractionated or low molecular weight) 

with either planned or unplanned (bailout) use of glycoprotein IIb/IIIa inhibitors and patients 

randomized to bivalirudin with unplanned GPI use. We excluded patients randomized to 
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bivalirudin plus planned use of GPI since this regimen was never recommended for use in 

practice nor widely studied. Further, we excluded the patients who did not have a PCI attempt.  

 Data elements. We collected patient data on demographics, baseline medical history 

(including diabetes, smoking status, hypertension, dyslipidemia, others), vital signs, laboratory 

tests (hemoglobin, platelet count, and serum creatinine), procedural information (access site, 

clinical presentation [NSTEMI, STEMI]), PCI characteristics (including the vessel treated, stent 

type, and baseline and final Thrombolysis in Myocardial Infarction [TIMI] flow), peri-

procedural medications (specifically detailed timing and dosage data for bivalirudin and heparin 

[pre-, during, and post-PCI]), aspirin, P2Y12 inhibitors, and GPIs), discharge medications, and 

clinical outcomes (see below). The most essential data elements were pre-specified for inclusion 

(e.g., clinical presentation, access site, medication regimens, etc.), but all data that were common 

to the majority of the included studies were collected. 

 Outcome measures. The main outcome measures are all-cause death, cardiac death, MI, 

stent thrombosis, ischemia-driven or clinically-driven target-vessel revascularization, stroke, and  

major adverse cardiovascular and cerebrovascular events (MACCE) events. We defined 

MACCE as the 30-day composite of all-cause death, MI, stroke, or ischemia/clinically-driven 

target vessel revascularization. 

The definitions of death, cardiac death, MI, stent thrombosis, stroke, and repeat 

revascularization were sufficiently similar across studies to be pooled. Small differences in the 

definitions of these endpoints between studies are footnoted. Stent thrombosis was defined 

according to the Academic Research Consortium (ARC) definite or probable criteria, and further 

categorized as acute (<24 hours post-PCI), subacute (between day 1 and day 30 post-PCI), and 

late (after day 30).19 With respect to bleeding outcomes, no single bleeding classification was 
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common to all studies. The TIMI and Bleeding Academic Research Consortium (BARC)20 

classifications were most commonly used. Both TIMI major or minor and BARC major bleeding 

events have been strongly associated with subsequent mortality with similar prognostic 

correlation,21 and one or both types were reported in all studies (with TIMI bleeding more 

commonly available). In the pooled analysis, we therefore a priori defined “serious bleeding” as 

the presence of either TIMI major or minor bleeding (if available), or, alternatively, BARC type 

3 or 5 bleeding. 

The longest follow-up data available were requested for all outcome measures. Whether 

outcomes were adjudicated by an independent clinical events committee (CEC) or investigator-

reported were noted. CEC-adjudicated data took preference whenever available. 

Primary and secondary endpoints. Prior to any analyses the primary efficacy endpoint 

in the pooled cohort has been pre-specified as the 30-day rate of all-cause mortality, and the 

primary safety endpoint is the 30-day rate of serious bleeding (as defined above). Secondary 

endpoints include the rates of cardiac death, MI, stent thrombosis, stroke, repeat 

revascularization, MACCE, bleeding, thrombocytopenia, and net adverse clinical events (NACE; 

a composite of MACCE or serious bleeding) at 30 days and 1 year. 

 Process of data acquisition. The principal investigator of the pooling effort (G.W.S.) 

contacted the principal investigator of each trial that fulfilled the inclusion/exclusion criteria to 

solicit their participation. The data received from the studies that met the criteria were stored and 

validated at the Data Coordinating Center (DCC) of the Cardiovascular Research Foundation 

(CRF; New York, NY, United States).  

 Data audit and cleaning. A centralized database was established and validated as 

follows: Biostatisticians and clinicians from the CRF DCC created table shells based on the case 
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report forms from each included trial. Raw data from each of the included trials was then 

transformed into clean patient-level analysis datasets using standardized variable names and data 

attributes. Tables were then constructed using the actual pooled analysis database. These tables 

summarizing the individual RCT data were first audited and revised by the DCC for erroneous 

entries and programming errors. After correction, the tables were delivered to a team of 5 

clinician investigators (B.B., S.C., G.M., B.R., G.W.S.), who reviewed the data for clinical 

meaningfulness, cross-checked the tables with each trial’s primary publications, requested 

additional clinically-relevant data elements from the principal investigator of each trial, and 

performed additional edit checks. Regular group meetings with participation from the 

programming and biostatistics team (T.M., A.C., Y.L., Z.Z., M.L., Y.Z.), publications office 

(D.P.F.), and the clinical investigators (B.B., S.C., G.M., B.R.) under the supervision of G.W.S. 

took place. Additional contacts were required between the DCC and the principal investigator of 

each of the included trials numerous times for additional data or for methodological or data 

clarifications. The above cleaning algorithm was iterated until the raw data included all required 

elements and the outcomes conformed to the individual primary publications of the included 

trials. In some cases, small discrepancies were present for explainable reasons (e.g. database 

updated after the primary report). A publications committee (consisting of the principal 

investigators from each trial) will consider requests for analyses from outside investigators, 

which, if approved, will be run at CRF. 

 Statistical methodology. Continuous variables will be presented as mean and standard 

deviation (or median with 25th and 75th percentiles) and compared by trial-adjusted analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) models (or Kruskal-Wallis test for non-normally distributed data). 

Categorical variables will be reported as percentages and frequencies and compared using a trial-
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stratified Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test. Time-to-event variables will be presented as cumulative 

event rates estimated by Kaplan-Meier methodology and number of events and compared using a 

trial-stratified log-rank test. 

 The primary study objective is to determine the optimal anticoagulant to be used during 

PCI in patients with AMI. For logistical or study design-related reasons, several of the trials 

randomized patients in the emergency room, and not all patients were biomarker positive or 

underwent PCI. However, in the current era, the decision to use heparin vs. bivalirudin for PCI in 

AMI is usually made in the catheterization laboratory, just before the intervention, and once this 

decision is made, a PCI attempt always follows. As such, the primary study cohort will be a 

modified intention-to-treat population consisting of all AMI patients in whom PCI was 

attempted. AMI patients in whom PCI was not attempted will thus be excluded from the primary 

analysis. Post-randomization exclusions may introduce differences between groups. To address 

these issues, we will do the following: (1) The principal analyses will be covariate-adjusted, 

using a pre-specified set of baseline variables; (2) We will also compare the patients in the main 

analysis cohort (N=27,407) versus those excluded post-randomization (N=6,510); (3) As a 

sensitivity analysis, we will report the main analyses in the original ITT populations, recognizing 

that the inclusion of patients not undergoing PCI will bias the analysis to the null.   

Primary analysis will be performed using a Cox regression model (one-stage approach) 

adjusting for study as a random-effect (frailty term). The frailty term will be assumed to follow a 

lognormal distribution. Data will be summarized by hazard ratios (HR) with 95% CI. These 

models have been shown to be robust in cases where the comparison groups are imbalanced 

between trials.22 The pre-specified variables for adjustment in the primary analysis include: age, 

sex, weight, recent smoking, history of diabetes, hypertension, hyperlipidemia, prior myocardial 
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infarction, radial vs femoral access, presentation with NSTEMI vs STEMI, baseline hemoglobin, 

baseline calculated creatinine clearance, US vs. EU vs. other enrolling sites, use of pre-

randomization heparin, and pre-treatment with no P2Y12 inhibitor vs. clopidogrel vs. 

prasugrel/ticagrelor, all adjusted by study as a random effect. In addition, multivariable analyses 

will be performed to adjust for baseline, procedural, and adjunct medication use variables 

(including adjunct antithrombotic agents, which may have been differentially used across the 

trial arms across the trials). Further, a study-level meta-analysis (two-stage approach) will be 

examined using both a Mantel–Haenszel fixed effect model and a DerSimonian and Laird 

random effect model. Data will be summarized by relative risks (RR) with 95% CI. 

Heterogeneity between trials will be evaluated with Cochran’s Q test and the I2 statistic (with 

<25%, 25% - 50%, and >50% indicating low, moderate, and high heterogeneity, respectively). 

Differences in outcomes across trials and the validity of the Cox proportional hazards 

model will be tested. Study heterogeneity will be assessed by the Breslow-Day test. The 

proportionality assumption will be assessed visually with plots of the Schoenfeld residuals versus 

the log of time for each predictor and formal testing will be performed using the method of 

Grambsch and Therneau.23 If the proportional hazards assumption is violated, logistic regression 

models will be used including trial as a random effect. 

Outcomes will also be analyzed across subgroups according to demographic, clinical, and 

procedural variables that predict high ischemic and bleeding risk. Specifically, the subgroups of 

greatest interest are: (i) Presentation with STEMI versus NSTEMI); (ii) use of radial versus 

femoral vascular access; (iii) the use, dose, and duration of a bivalirudin post-PCI infusion; (iv) 

the planned versus unplanned use of glycoprotein IIb/IIIa inhibitors in heparin-treated patients; 

(v) the dose and timing of heparin administration; (vi) the adjunctive use of clopidogrel versus 
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the more potent P2Y12 receptor inhibitors ticagrelor or prasugrel; (vii) use of oral anticoagulants 

at discharge; (viii) men versus women; (ix) older adults (aged >65 years) versus others, and other 

demographic, clinical, and procedural variables including but not limited to age, sex, diabetes, 

anemia, renal function, and stent type (drug-eluting versus bare metal). We will perform 

multiplicative interaction testing to examine whether treatment-related differences in relative risk 

exist across the clinical subgroups. A p value of 0.05 will be used for the threshold of 

significance for these tests. 

Sensitivity analysis for missing data will be performed using multiple imputation 

methods.24 All statistical tests will be 2-sided, and a p value of <0.05 will be considered 

statistically significant unless otherwise specified. Finally, in addition to the principal analyses of 

bivalirudin versus heparin safety and effectiveness, the database may support additional analyses 

not necessarily related to procedural anticoagulation. 

Funding. The project was partially supported by a research grant from The Medicines 

Company (Parsippany, NJ, United States) to CRF. The sponsor had no role in the design of the 

study, the review or analysis of the data, or publication rights. Additional funding support for 

programmer and biostatistician time and database maintenance was provided from CRF. 

 

STUDY SCREENING AND DATABASE CHARACTERISTICS 

Study-level screening and inclusion. From 738 identified publications via the PubMed 

search, 29 were further considered for inclusion (Table 2).3,6-8,10,25-48 Finally, 8 trials met 

eligibility criteria for the pooled analysis systematic review (Figure 1).3,6,7,10,25-28 G.W.S. was the 

principal investigator of 2 eligible studies that were available for IPD analysis.3,25 The principal 

investigators of the other 6 trials6,7,10,26-28 were contacted for participation. Each investigator 
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agreed and transferred de-identified IPD to the CRF DCC (Figure 2 and Table 3). The study 

protocol of each original trial had been approved by appropriate ethics committees at each 

participating center, and all enrolled patients had provided informed consent. 

Patient-level screening and inclusion. The 8 included randomized a total of 38,565 

patients. A total of 11,156 patients were excluded from the pooled database, including 4,646 

patients who were randomized to bivalirudin plus planned use of glycoprotein inhibitors, 2,471 

with biomarker-negative unstable angina, and 4,039 patients who did not undergoing a PCI 

attempt (Figure 3). 

 Basic characteristics of the final pooled cohort. The final pooled IPD cohort included 

27,409 patients (13,346 randomized to bivalirudin and 14,063 randomized to heparin). The 

minimum and maximum follow-up duration in the pooled database ranged from 180 to 365 days. 

Consensus-based definitions for the main outcomes in the pooled database are provided in Table 

4. Most of the outcomes among the included trials were adjudicated (Table 5). Table 6 

summarizes the Cochrane risk of bias among the included trials. 

The project began in December 2015. The validated IPD-pooled database is nearly 

complete and is expected to be locked in June 2019, after which the analyses will commence. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Effective periprocedural anticoagulation for patients undergoing PCI in AMI is required 

to suppress ischemic complications from the thrombotic coronary syndrome as well as from the 

interventional procedure itself. An inherent risk of hemorrhagic complications is introduced with 

use of all such agents. The optimal anticoagulation regimen would most favorably balance these 

competing risks, a calculus which may depend on individual patient and procedural 
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characteristics. Despite numerous large-scale RCTs of bivalirudin versus a heparin during PCI in 

AMI, the optimal anticoagulation regimen remains uncertain, and there is likely no “one size fits 

all” solution. Specifically, the relative risk: benefit profile of bivalirudin versus heparin may 

depend on clinical factors such as age, sex, renal function, and the presence of anemia; 

presentation with NSTEMI versus STEMI, which are characterized by varying patient risk 

comorbidities and thrombotic potential; procedural factors such as use of femoral or radial 

access; the dose of heparin used; adjunct medication use such as pre-randomization heparin use, 

unplanned versus planned GPI, and P2Y12 receptor inhibitor potency; and the use of, dosing, 

and duration of a bivalirudin post-PCI infusion. Even though numerous study-level systematic 

reviews and meta-analyses have been published,4,12,13,49 none has clearly identified subgroups 

that may particularly benefit from a bivalirudin-based or a heparin-based regimen. Such studies 

are also unable to account for heterogeneity in endpoint measures, adjust for confounders, or 

examine the temporal relationships in outcomes. Although an IPD cannot overcome limitations 

such as treatment differences across trials over time (such as changes in stent technologies or 

other ancillary therapies), an IPD pooled analysis is the most comprehensive way to explore the 

comparative effectiveness of these treatment strategies, overcoming many of the limitations 

inherent in study-level meta-analyses.50-52 We have therefore endeavored to create a large pooled 

IPD database of trials of bivalirudin-based versus heparin-based procedural anticoagulation 

regimens in patients with AMI undergoing PCI.  

Recent reviews have emphasized the advantages of IPD pooled analyses compared with 

standard study-level data meta-analyses.15 Adherence to PRISMA-IPD standardized techniques 

for pooling the data,17 pre-specification of a statistical analysis plan and study registration 

(PROSPERO), and application of rigorous validation processes should increase confidence in the 
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accuracy and robustness of the results; however, despite the advantages of IPD pooled analyses, 

such efforts are inherently more complex, time-consuming and resource intensive. Given the 

exacting requirements and meticulousness of the processes described herein, the present project 

took 3.5 years to finalize and validate the database, admittedly much longer than anticipated. 

Serious challenges were confronted in comprehensive data collection, clarifying data dictionaries 

and resolving varying study definitions. Some desired data elements were (unfortunately) not 

collected in all the trials, and some collected data elements had not yet been cleaned, requiring a 

coordinated effort with each individual trial DCC. Substantial time was also required to reconcile 

the data provided against that reported in prior publications. Most such discrepancies were 

minor, but all required investigation and correction or reconciliation. Although a 3.5-year 

process is not desirable, we believe that a lesser effort would have permitted inconsistencies and 

errors in the database which would have eroded confidence in the initiative and reduced the 

precision and accuracy of the results. Our learned experience from the process of pooling these 

trials may be helpful to other investigators planning large-scale IPD meta-analyses, enhancing 

the efficiency and validity of such efforts (Figure 4). 

In conclusion, this systematic review and IPD pooled meta-analysis will help provide 

better evidence for the safety and efficacy of bivalirudin-based versus heparin-based procedural 

anticoagulation in patients with AMI undergoing PCI. It is our hope that these results (expected 

in late 2019 or early 2020) will impact clinical decision-making, improve patient outcomes, 

inform societal guidelines, and generate additional hypotheses for subsequent comparative 

effectiveness research. 

  



16 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The authors would like to thank Ollie Östlund, PhD, from Uppsala Clinical Research Center, 

Uppsala, Sweden, and Giuseppe Gargiulo, MD, PhD, from the Department of Cardiology, Bern 

University, Bern, Switzerland, for their help in the preparation of the pooled database, and Amy 

Mousley from the Cardiovascular Research Foundation, New York, New York for her help with 

Figure preparation. This project was partially supported by a research grant from The Medicines 

Company (Parsippany, NJ, United States) to the Cardiovascular Research Foundation (New 

York, NY, United States) and by the Cardiovascular Research Foundation.  

  



17 

DISCLOSURES 

B. Bikdeli: Research grant (significant) – National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute, National 

Institutes of Health, through grant number T32 HL007854. Dr. Bikdeli reports that he has been a 

consulting expert (on behalf of the plaintiff) for litigation related to a specific type of IVC filters. 

T. McAndrew: None. A. Crowley: None. S. Chen: None. G. Mehdipoor: None. B. Redfors: 

None. Y. Liu: None. Z. Zhang: None. M. Liu: None. Y. Zhang: None. D.P. Francese: None. 

D. Erlinge: Research grant (significant) – The VALIDATE-SWEDEHEART study was 

supported by the Swedish Heart–Lung Foundation, the Swedish Research Council, AstraZeneca, 

The Medicines Company, and the Swedish Foundation for Strategic Research. S.K. James: The 

VALIDATE-SWEDEHEART study was supported by the Swedish Heart–Lung Foundation, the 

Swedish Research Council, AstraZeneca, The Medicines Company, and the Swedish Foundation 

for Strategic Research Y. Han: Research grant (significant) – The BRIGHT trial was supported 

by a general research fund from the General Hospital of Shenyang Military Region, as well as 

profit grants from the Chinese Government National Key Research and Development. Y. Li: 

None. A. Kastrati: Research grant (significant) – ISAR-REACT-4 was supported in part by 

Nycomed Pharma, Unterschleissheim, Germany (former distributor of bivalirudin in Europe), 

and a grant (KKF 04-06 [974404]) from Deutsches Herzzentrum. S. Schüpke: Dr. Schüpke has 

received the Else Kröner-Memorial grant from the Else Kröner-Fresenius-Stiftung. R.H. 

Stables: Research grant (significant) – HEAT-PPCI was funded by Liverpool Heart and Chest 

Hospital, UK National Institute of Health Research, The Medicines Company, AstraZeneca, and 

The Bentley Drivers Club (UK). A. Shahzad: None. P.G. Steg: Research grant (significant) – 

the EUROMAX trial was funded by The Medicines Company. Dr. Steg also reports research 

grants from Bayer, Merck, Sanofi, and Servier; and speaking or consulting fees from Amarin, 



18 

Amgen, AstraZeneca, Bayer/Janssen, Boehringer Ingelheim, Bristol-Myers Squibb, and Lilly. P. 

Goldstein: Dr. Goldstein receives honorarium as a speaker and consultant from Boehringer 

Ingelheim, and honorarium as a speaker from AstraZeneca. E. Frigoli: None. R. Mehran: 

Institutional Grant Support (funding to the institution) - AstraZeneca, Bayer, Beth Israel 

Deaconess, BMS, CSL Behring, DSI, BSC, Novartis Pharmaceuticals, OrbusNeich; Consulting 

Fees - Medscape, Regeneron Pharmaceuticals (no fee, Sanofi, Abbott Laboratories (personal fees 

for speaking engagements; consultant (paid to the institution), Abiomed and The Medicines 

Company (consultant – spouse); Scientific Advisory Board/Advisory Board - PLx Opco Inc./PLx 

Pharma Inc. (scientific advisory board), Bristol Myers Squibb (advisory board; funding to the 

institution); Equity <1% - Claret Medical, Elixir Medical; Executive Committee (paid to the 

institution) - Janssen Pharmaceuticals; DSMB Membership - Watermark Research Partners. M. 

Valgimigli: Research grant (significant) – the MATRIX trial was supported by The Medicines 

Company and Terumo Medical. Dr. Valgimigli also reports grants and personal fees from 

Abbott, personal fees from Chiesi, personal fees from Bayer, personal fees from Daiichi Sankyo, 

and personal fees from Amgen. G.W. Stone: Consultant to MAIA Pharmaceuticals. 

  



19 

REFERENCES 

1. Levine GN, Bates ER, Blankenship JC, et al. 2011 ACCF/AHA/SCAI Guideline for 

Percutaneous Coronary Intervention: a report of the American College of Cardiology 

Foundation/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines and the Society for 

Cardiovascular Angiography and Interventions. Circulation 2011;124(23):e574-651 

2. Capodanno D, De Caterina R. Bivalirudin for acute coronary syndromes: premises, 

promises and doubts. Thromb Haemost 2015;113(4):698-707 

3. Stone GW, Witzenbichler B, Guagliumi G, et al. Bivalirudin during primary PCI in acute 

myocardial infarction. N Engl J Med 2008;358(21):2218-2230 

4. Kianoush S, Bikdeli B, Desai MM, et al. Risk of Stent Thrombosis and Major Bleeding 

with Bivalirudin Compared with Active Control: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis of 

Randomized Trials. Thrombosis research 2015;136(6):1087-1098 

5. Appleton DL, Cooke RH, Rao SV, et al. Anticoagulation in transradial percutaneous 

coronary intervention. Catheter Cardiovasc Interv 2014;83(2):237-242 

6. Shahzad A, Kemp I, Mars C, et al. Unfractionated heparin versus bivalirudin in primary 

percutaneous coronary intervention (HEAT-PPCI): an open-label, single centre, randomised 

controlled trial. Lancet 2014;384(9957):1849-1858 

7. Steg PG, van 't Hof A, Hamm CW, et al. Bivalirudin started during emergency transport 

for primary PCI. N Engl J Med 2013;369(23):2207-2217 

8. Schulz S, Richardt G, Laugwitz KL, et al. Prasugrel plus bivalirudin vs. clopidogrel plus 

heparin in patients with ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction. Eur Heart J 

2014;35(34):2285-2294 



20 

9. Fahrni G, Wolfrum M, De Maria GL, et al. Prolonged High-Dose Bivalirudin Infusion 

Reduces Major Bleeding Without Increasing Stent Thrombosis in Patients Undergoing Primary 

Percutaneous Coronary Intervention: Novel Insights From an Updated Meta-Analysis. J Am 

Heart Assoc 2016;5(7) 

10. Valgimigli M, Frigoli E, Leonardi S, et al. Bivalirudin or Unfractionated Heparin in 

Acute Coronary Syndromes. N Engl J Med 2015;373(11):997-1009 

11. Garcia-Garcia HM, Picchi A, Sardella G, et al. Comparison of intra-procedural vs. post-

stenting prolonged bivalirudin infusion for residual thrombus burden in patients with ST-

segment elevation myocardial infarction undergoing: the MATRIX (Minimizing Adverse 

Haemorrhagic Events by TRansradial Access Site and angioX) OCT study. Eur Heart J 

Cardiovasc Imaging 2019 

12. Cavender MA, Sabatine MS. Bivalirudin versus heparin in patients planned for 

percutaneous coronary intervention: a meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials. Lancet 

2014;384(9943):599-606 

13. Grajek S, Michalak M, Gwizdala A, et al. Patients treated with bivalirudin are still at 

higher risk of stent thrombosis: a comprehensive meta-analysis of randomised clinical trials of 

bivalirudin and heparin for percutaneous coronary interventions. Kardiologia polska 

2018;76(4):740-749 

14. De Luca G, Cassetti E, Verdoia M, et al. Bivalirudin as compared to unfractionated 

heparin among patients undergoing coronary angioplasty: A meta-analyis of randomised trials. 

Thromb Haemost 2009;102(3):428-436 

15. Riley RD, Lambert PC, Abo-Zaid G. Meta-analysis of individual participant data: 

rationale, conduct, and reporting. BMJ (Clinical research ed) 2010;340(c221 



21 

16. Bikdeli B, Stone GW. Bivalirudin bewilderment. Kardiologia polska 2018;76(4):711-712 

17. Stewart LA, Clarke M, Rovers M, et al. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review 

and Meta-Analyses of individual participant data: the PRISMA-IPD Statement. Jama 

2015;313(16):1657-1665 

18. Yusuf S, Flather M. Magnesium in acute myocardial infarction. BMJ (Clinical research 

ed) 1995;310(6982):751-752 

19. Cutlip DE, Windecker S, Mehran R, et al. Clinical end points in coronary stent trials: a 

case for standardized definitions. Circulation 2007;115(17):2344-2351 

20. Mehran R, Rao SV, Bhatt DL, et al. Standardized bleeding definitions for cardiovascular 

clinical trials: a consensus report from the Bleeding Academic Research Consortium. Circulation 

2011;123(23):2736-2747 

21. Vranckx P, Leonardi S, Tebaldi M, et al. Prospective validation of the Bleeding 

Academic Research Consortium classification in the all-comer PRODIGY trial. Eur Heart J 

2014;35(37):2524-2529 

22. McAndrew T, Redfors B, Crowley A, et al. How Cox models react to a study-specific 

confounder in a patient-level pooled dataset: random effects better cope with an imbalanced 

covariate across trials unless baseline hazards differ. J Appl Stat 2019 

23. Grambsch PM, Therneau TM. Proportional hazards tests and diagnostics based on 

weighted residuals. Biometrika 1994;81(3):515-526 

24. Little RJA, Rubin DB. Statistical Analysis with Missing Data. Second Edition ed. New 

York, John Wiley & Sons; 2002. 

25. Stone GW, McLaurin BT, Cox DA, et al. Bivalirudin for patients with acute coronary 

syndromes. N Engl J Med 2006;355(21):2203-2216 



22 

26. Kastrati A, Neumann FJ, Schulz S, et al. Abciximab and heparin versus bivalirudin for 

non-ST-elevation myocardial infarction. N Engl J Med 2011;365(21):1980-1989 

27. Han Y, Guo J, Zheng Y, et al. Bivalirudin vs heparin with or without tirofiban during 

primary percutaneous coronary intervention in acute myocardial infarction: the BRIGHT 

randomized clinical trial. Jama 2015;313(13):1336-1346 

28. Erlinge D, Omerovic E, Frobert O, et al. Bivalirudin versus Heparin Monotherapy in 

Myocardial Infarction. N Engl J Med 2017;377(12):1132-1142 

29. Bittl JA, Strony J, Brinker JA, et al. Treatment with bivalirudin (Hirulog) as compared 

with heparin during coronary angioplasty for unstable or postinfarction angina. Hirulog 

Angioplasty Study Investigators. N Engl J Med 1995;333(12):764-769 

30. White HD, Aylward PE, Frey MJ, et al. Randomized, double-blind comparison of hirulog 

versus heparin in patients receiving streptokinase and aspirin for acute myocardial infarction 

(HERO). Hirulog Early Reperfusion/Occlusion (HERO) Trial Investigators. Circulation 

1997;96(7):2155-2161 

31. Lincoff AM, Kleiman NS, Kottke-Marchant K, et al. Bivalirudin with planned or 

provisional abciximab versus low-dose heparin and abciximab during percutaneous coronary 

revascularization: results of the Comparison of Abciximab Complications with Hirulog for 

Ischemic Events Trial (CACHET). American heart journal 2002;143(5):847-853 

32. Antman EM, McCabe CH, Braunwald E. Bivalirudin as a replacement for unfractionated 

heparin in unstable angina/non-ST-elevation myocardial infarction: observations from the TIMI 

8 trial. The Thrombolysis in Myocardial Infarction. American heart journal 2002;143(2):229-234 



23 

33. Lincoff AM, Bittl JA, Harrington RA, et al. Bivalirudin and provisional glycoprotein 

IIb/IIIa blockade compared with heparin and planned glycoprotein IIb/IIIa blockade during 

percutaneous coronary intervention: REPLACE-2 randomized trial. Jama 2003;289(7):853-863 

34. Lincoff AM, Bittl JA, Kleiman NS, et al. Comparison of bivalirudin versus heparin 

during percutaneous coronary intervention (the Randomized Evaluation of PCI Linking 

Angiomax to Reduced Clinical Events [REPLACE]-1 trial). The American journal of cardiology 

2004;93(9):1092-1096 

35. Kuchulakanti P, Wolfram R, Torguson R, et al. Bivalirudin compared with IIb/IIIa 

inhibitors in patients with in-stent restenosis undergoing intracoronary brachytherapy. 

Cardiovasc Revasc Med 2005;6(4):154-159 

36. Gibson CM, Morrow DA, Murphy SA, et al. A randomized trial to evaluate the relative 

protection against post-percutaneous coronary intervention microvascular dysfunction, ischemia, 

and inflammation among antiplatelet and antithrombotic agents: the PROTECT-TIMI-30 trial. J 

Am Coll Cardiol 2006;47(12):2364-2373 

37. Kastrati A, Neumann FJ, Mehilli J, et al. Bivalirudin versus unfractionated heparin during 

percutaneous coronary intervention. N Engl J Med 2008;359(7):688-696 

38. Tavano D, Visconti G, D'Andrea D, et al. Comparison of bivalirudin monotherapy versus 

unfractionated heparin plus tirofiban in patients with diabetes mellitus undergoing elective 

percutaneous coronary intervention. The American journal of cardiology 2009;104(9):1222-1228 

39. Parodi G, Migliorini A, Valenti R, et al. Comparison of bivalirudin and unfractionated 

heparin plus protamine in patients with coronary heart disease undergoing percutaneous coronary 

intervention (from the Antithrombotic Regimens aNd Outcome [ARNO] trial). The American 

journal of cardiology 2010;105(8):1053-1059 



24 

40. Cortese B, Limbruno U, Severi S, et al. Effect of prolonged Bivalirudin infusion on ST-

segment resolution following primary percutaneous coronary intervention (from the PROBI 

VIRI 2 study). The American journal of cardiology 2011;108(9):1220-1224 

41. Moliterno DJ. A randomized two-by-two comparison of high-dose bolus tirofiban versus 

abciximab and unfractionated heparin versus bivalirudin during percutaneous coronary 

revascularization and stent placement: the tirofiban evaluation of novel dosing versus abciximab 

with clopidogrel and inhibition of thrombin (TENACITY) study trial. Catheter Cardiovasc Interv 

2011;77(7):1001-1009 

42. Patti G, Pasceri V, D'Antonio L, et al. Comparison of safety and efficacy of bivalirudin 

versus unfractionated heparin in high-risk patients undergoing percutaneous coronary 

intervention (from the Anti-Thrombotic Strategy for Reduction of Myocardial Damage During 

Angioplasty-Bivalirudin vs Heparin study). The American journal of cardiology 

2012;110(4):478-484 

43. Deshpande NV, Pratiti R, Admane P, et al. Safety and efficacy of bivalirudin with 

glycoprotein IIb/IIIa for high-risk percutaneous coronary intervention. Indian heart journal 

2012;64(5):444-448 

44. Waksman R, Bertrand O, Driesman M, et al. Bivalirudin versus unfractionated heparin 

during percutaneous coronary intervention in patients with non-ST-segment elevation acute 

coronary syndrome initially treated with fondaparinux: results from an international, multicenter, 

randomized pilot study (SWITCH III). J Interv Cardiol 2013;26(2):107-113 

45. Xiang DC, Gu XL, Song YM, et al. Evaluation on the efficacy and safety of domestic 

bivalirudin during percutaneous coronary intervention. Chinese medical journal 

2013;126(16):3064-3068 



25 

46. Feldman A, Suleiman K, Bushari L, et al. Bivalirudin versus Unfractionated Heparin 

during Percutaneous Coronary Intervention in Patients at High Risk for Bleeding. The 

International journal of angiology : official publication of the International College of 

Angiology, Inc 2014;23(4):227-232 

47. Briguori C, Visconti G, Focaccio A, et al. Novel approaches for preventing or limiting 

events (Naples) III trial: randomized comparison of bivalirudin versus unfractionated heparin in 

patients at increased risk of bleeding undergoing transfemoral elective coronary stenting. JACC 

Cardiovascular interventions 2015;8(3):414-423 

48. He P, Wei H, Wulasihan M, et al. Comparisons of effectiveness and safety between 

bivalirudin and heparin with tirofiban in ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction treated with 

percutaneous coronary intervention. Int J Clin Exp Med 2016;9(12):23472-23481 

49. Mehrzad M, Tuktamyshov R, Mehrzad R. Safety, efficiency and cost effectiveness of 

Bivalirudin: A systematic review. World journal of cardiology 2017;9(9):761-772 

50. Flather MD, Farkouh ME, Pogue JM, et al. Strengths and limitations of meta-analysis: 

larger studies may be more reliable. Control Clin Trials 1997;18(6):568-579; discussion 661-566 

51. Pereira TV, Ioannidis JP. Statistically significant meta-analyses of clinical trials have 

modest credibility and inflated effects. J Clin Epidemiol 2011;64(10):1060-1069 

52. LeLorier J, Gregoire G, Benhaddad A, et al. Discrepancies between meta-analyses and 

subsequent large randomized, controlled trials. N Engl J Med 1997;337(8):536-542 

  



26 

FIGURE LEGENDS 

Figure 1. Flow Diagram of Study Selection 

 

Figure 2. Graphical Abstract of the Included Trials 

GPI = glycoprotein IIb/IIIa inhibitor. 

 

Figure 3. Flow Diagram of Patient Selection from the Included Studies 

NSTEMI = non–ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; PCI = percutaneous coronary 

intervention; STEMI = ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction. 

 

Figure 4. Process of the Design of the Pooled Analysis Database 

AMI = acute myocardial infarction; CRF = Cardiovascular Research Foundation; PI = principal 

investigator; RCT = randomized controlled trial. 



27 

Table 1. Advantages and Limitations of Aggregate Results Meta-analysis and Individual Patient Data Pooled Analysis 

 
Average-Effect Meta-analysis of RCTs Individual Patient Data Pooled Analysis of RCTs 

Advantages • Requires less resources 

• Requires only summary data from each trial 

• May be done quickly 

• User-friendly statistical software packages are readily 

available 

• Analyses are straight-forward and standardized 

• All studies meeting the eligibility criteria can be included 

• Greater precision in statistical estimates and increased statistical 

power 

• Analysis populations can be defined in very specific terms 

(including specific patient subgroups) 

• Variable definitions can be standardized across trials 

• Subgroup analyses and interaction testing can be performed 

• Multivariable analyses can be performed to adjust for confounders 

• Permits time-to-event analysis, competing risk analysis, recurrent 

events analysis and other complex statistical examinations 

• Consistent with recent policies for clinical trial data sharing 
 

Limitations • Statistical estimation is crude 

• Inconsistent variable definitions and heterogeneity across 

trials cannot be resolved 

• Subgroup analyses cannot be performed 

• Temporal relationships in outcomes cannot be assessed 

• Cannot adjust for measured confounders in individual trials 

and pooled analysis 

• Resource intensive 

• Requires a team of statisticians and investigators to acquire, 

compile, and validate the data 

• Can only include studies from which the principal investigators 

and sponsors are willing to share the data 

• Cannot account for unmeasured confounders or resolve all 

differences between trials 

RCT = randomized controlled trial. 
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Table 2. List of Screened Trials 

Study Included Year of 

Publication 

Number of 

Patients 

Comment  

ACUITY25 Yes 2006 13,819 Patients with ACS 

MATRIX10 Yes 2015 7,213 Patients with ACS 

REPLACE 233 No 2003 6,010 Patients undergoing elective or urgent PCI (note: <1000 patients with myocardial infarction) 

VALIDATE-SWEDEHEART28 Yes 2017 6,006 Patients with STEMI or NSTEMI 

ISAR-REACT 337 No 2008 4,570 Patients with stable or unstable angina and negative biomarkers 

BAS29 No 1995 4,098 Patients with unstable or post-infarction angina (note: only 704 patients had STEMI or NSTEMI) 

HORIZONS-AMI3 Yes 2008 3,602 Patients with STEMI  

EUROMAX7 Yes 2013 2,218 Patients with STEMI 

BRIGHT27 Yes 2015 2,194 Patients with STEMI or NSTEMI 

HEAT-PPCI6 Yes 2014 1,829 Patients planned for primary PCI  

ISAR-REACT 426 Yes 2011 1,721 Patients with NSTEMI 

REPLACE 134 No 2004 1,056 Patients undergoing elective or urgent PCI (<1000 with myocardial infarction) 

PROTECT-TIMI-3036 No 2006 857 Patients with ACS (nearly half with biomarker- negative unstable angina) 

ARNO39 No 2010 850 Patients with stable or unstable coronary disease undergoing PCI 

NAPLES III47 No 2015 837 Patients undergoing elective PCI 

BRAVE 48 No 2014 548 Patients with STEMI (the trial was stopped prematurely due to slow recruitment) 

HERO30 No 1997 412 Patients with STEMI 

ARMYDA-7-BIVALVE42 No 2012 401 Patients undergoing PCI (only 47 having acute myocardial infarction) 

TENACITY41 No 2011 383 Patients undergoing PCI (the trial was terminated prematurely by the sponsor) 

NAPLES38 No 2009 335 Patients with diabetes undergoing elective PCI 

Kuchulakanti et al.35 No 2005 294 Patients with in-stent restenosis 

CACHET31 No 2002 268 Patients undergoing elective PCI 

PROBI-VIRI 240 No 2011 264 Patients undergoing primary PCI 

He et al.48 No 2016 260 Patients with STEMI (<1000) 

Xiang et al.45 No 2013 218 Patients undergoing elective PCI 

TIMI-832 No 2002 133 Patients with unstable angina or NSTEMI (the trial was terminated prematurely by the sponsor) 

Deshpande et al.43 No 2012 101 Patients undergoing elective PCI 

SWITCH III44 No 2013 100 Patients with non-ST-elevation acute coronary syndromes undergoing PCI 

Feldman et al.46 No 2014 100 Patients undergoing PCI (only 32 with acute myocardial infarction) 

ACS = acute coronary syndromes; NSTEMI = non–ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; PCI = percutaneous coronary intervention; STEMI = ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction. 
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Table 3. Basic Characteristics of the Included Studies 

Study Patient 

Population 

Randomized Treatment* Timing of 

Randomization 

Primary Endpoint Maximum 

Follow-up† 

ACUITY Acute 

coronary 

syndromes‡ 

4,603 patients assigned to heparin (unfractionated 60 

U/kg bolus [ACT goal of 200-250 sec] or enoxaparin) 

plus GPI, 4,604 patients assigned to bivalirudin (bolus 

of 0.1 mg/kg pre-procedurally and infusion of 

0.25mg/kg/h pre-procedurally, followed by pre-PCI 

bolus of 0.5mg/kg and an infusion rate of 1.75 

mg/kg/h during PCI) plus GPI, 4612 patients assigned 

to bivalirudin (bolus of 0.1 mg/kg pre-procedurally 

and infusion of 0.25mg/kg/h pre-procedurally, 

followed by pre-PCI bolus of 0.5mg/kg and an 

infusion rate of 1.75 mg/kg/h during PCI) alone 

during PCI 

Within 72 hours prior 

to angiography 

Ischemic endpoint (composite of 

death, MI, or unplanned 

revascularization for ischemia), 

major bleeding, and net adverse 

clinical events (composite of 

ischemia or major bleeding) 

365 days 

HORIZONS-AMI STEMI 1,802 patients randomized to unfractionated heparin 

(60 U/kg bolus, ACT goal of 200-250 sec) plus GPI, 

1,800 patients randomized to bivalirudin (bolus of 

0.75 mg/kg followed by infusion of 1.75 mg/kg/h 

during PCI) alone 

In the emergency 

room at the PCI 

hospital 

Major bleeding and net adverse 

clinical events (composite of major 

bleeding or major adverse 

cardiovascular events, including 

death, reinfarction, target-vessel 

revascularization for ischemia, or 

stroke) 

365 days 

ISAR-REACT 4 NSTEMI 861 patients randomized to unfractionated heparin (70 

U/kg, no monitoring of ACT) plus GPI, 860 patients 

randomized to bivalirudin (bolus of 0.75 mg/kg 

followed by infusion of 1.75 mg/kg/h during PCI) 

alone 

After diagnostic 

catheterization and 

decision to proceed 

with PCI 

Composite of death, large recurrent 

myocardial infarction, urgent 

target-vessel revascularization, or 

major bleeding within 30 days after 

randomization 

360 days 

EUROMAX STEMI 1,116 patients randomized to unfractionated heparin 

(100 U/kg bolus), or enoxaparin, with optional GPI 

(heparin bolus dose was 60 U/kg if GPI given), 1,102 

patients randomized to bivalirudin (bolus of 0.75 

mg/kg followed by infusion of 1.75 mg/kg/h during 

PCI and 0.25 mg/kg/h [or higher if needed] for at least 

for 4 hours post-PCI) 

In the ambulance or 

the non-PCI hospital 

Composite of death or major 

bleeding not associated with 

coronary artery bypass grafting 

365 days 

BRIGHT NSTEMI or 

STEMI 

729 patients randomized to unfractionated heparin 

alone (100 U/kg bolus), 730 patients randomized to 

unfractionated heparin (60 U/kg bolus) plus GPI, 735 

patients randomized to bivalirudin alone (bolus of 

0.75 mg/kg followed by infusion of 1.75 mg/kg/h 

during PCI and continued for 30 minutes or up to 4 

hours after PCI; after which reduced-dose infusion of 

0.2 mg/kg/h was allowed for up to 20 hours) 

In the cath lab, prior 

to angiography 

Net adverse clinical events at 30 

days, a composite of all-cause 

death, reinfarction, ischemia-driven 

target vessel revascularization, 

stroke, or any BARC bleeding 

365 days 
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*If there were more randomizations per trial (ie, a factorial design), only the primary randomization related to the bivalirudin-based versus heparin-based regimen is summarized 

here; †only 2 trials had follow-up for >365 days (ACUITY for up to 395 days, and HORIZONS-AMI for up to 1095 days); we included follow-up of those trials only until 365 

days in the pooled database for consistency; ‡in the individual patient-data analysis, only patients with NSTEMI or STEMI meeting the inclusion and exclusion criteria described 

in the text were included. ACS = acute coronary syndromes; ACT = activated clotting time, BARC = Bleeding Academic Research Consortium; GPI = glycoprotein IIb/IIIa 

inhibitor; MI = myocardial infarction; NSTE = non–ST-elevation; NSTEMI = non–ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; PCI = percutaneous coronary intervention; STEMI 

= ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction. 

 

HEAT-PPCI Patients 

undergoing 

primary 

percutaneous 

intervention 

(STEMI) 

914 patients randomized to unfractionated heparin 

(bolus of 70 U/kg, aiming for ACT >200 sec), 915 

patients randomized to bivalirudin (bolus of 0.75 

mg/kg followed by infusion of 1.75 mg/kg/h during 

PCI; re-bolus of 0.3 mg/kg if ACT <225 sec) 

In the cath lab, prior 

to completion of 

angiography 

Composite of all-cause mortality, 

cerebrovascular accident, 

reinfarction, or unplanned target 

lesion revascularization 

365 days 

MATRIX Acute 

coronary 

syndromes‡ 

3,603 patients randomized to unfractionated heparin, 

3,610 patients randomized to bivalirudin (bolus of 

0.75 mg/kg followed by infusion of 1.75 mg/kg/h 

during PCI; bivalirudin-treated patients re-

randomized to either post-PCI bivalirudin 

discontinuation continuation at PCI dose for up to 4 

hours or at a reduced dose of 0.25 mg/kg for at least 6 

hours) 

For patients with 

STEMI, before 

angiography, for 

patients with 

NSTEMI, after 

diagnostic 

catheterization but 

prior to PCI 

Major adverse cardiovascular 

events by 30 days (a composite of 

all-cause death, MI, or stroke), and 

net adverse clinical events (a 

composite of BARC 3 or BARC 5 

bleeding or major adverse 

cardiovascular events) 

365 days 

VALIDATE-

SWEDEHEART 

NSTEMI or 

STEMI 

3,002 patients randomized to unfractionated heparin 

(total dose of 70-100 U/kg), 3,004 patients 

randomized to bivalirudin (bolus of 0.75 mg/kg 

followed by infusion of 1.75 mg/kg/h during PCI; 

post-procedural infusion of bivalirudin was strongly 

encouraged). Planned GPIs were not allowed. 

After angiography 

but prior to PCI 

Composite of death from any 

cause, MI, or major bleeding at 180 

days 

180 days 
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Table 4. Outcome Definitions for the Pooled Database 

Outcome Definition 

All-cause death Reported death due to any cause 

Cardiac death Death due to cardiac causes, such as myocardial infarction, heart failure, arrhythmia*; deaths 

of undetermined cause are also considered cardiac death 

Myocardial infarction According to the trial-specific definitions (most consistent with the Third Universal 

Definition of MI†) 

Stent thrombosis Definite or probable according to the ARC criteria. Further classified as acute (within the 

first 24 hours post-PCI), subacute (between day 1 and 30), or late (after day 30)‡. 

Revascularization Ischemia-driven (or clinically-driven) target vessel revascularization§ 

Stroke Acute ischemic or hemorrhagic stroke as defined in each trial (not including transient 

ischemic attack). 

Major adverse cardiovascular and 

cerebrovascular events (MACCE) 

A composite of all-cause death, myocardial infarction, stroke, or clinically-driven target 

vessel revascularization 

Serious bleeding TIMI minor or major bleeding (or if not available, BARC 3 or 5 bleeding)⁋ 

Net adverse clinical events (NACE) A composite of MACCE or serious bleeding 

*VALIDATE-SWEDEHEART did not include cardiac death, but included data related to cardiovascular death. †BRIGHT, EUROMAX, VALIDATE-SWEDEHEART; ‡although 

ACUITY and HORIZONS-AMI were conducted prior to the development of the ARC consensus document, the definition of stent thrombosis in those trials conforms to the ARC 

definition. For the stent thrombosis outcome, there was variation between the trials as to whether stent thrombosis related was adjudicated for treated lesions (those stented in the 

index procedure as well as before or after; available in HORIZONS-AMI, EUROMAX, HEAT-PPCI, and VALIDATE-SWEDEHEART) versus only for lesions stenting during 

the index procedure (the rest of the trials); §EUROMAX adjudicated all ischemia-driven revascularization but not target vessel versus non-target vessel revascularization 

separately; ⁋HEAT-PPCI and VAILDATE-SWEDEHEART adjudicated bleeding complications using the BARC scale. ARC = Academic Research Consortium; BARC = 

Bleeding Academic Research Consortium; TIMI = Thrombolysis in Myocardial Infarction. 
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Table 5. Status of Outcome Adjudication Among the Included Trials 

Study Death 
Myocardial 

Infarction 

Stent 

Thrombosis 

Revascularization 

(Including TLR, TVR, 

and IDR) 

Stroke 
Serious 

Bleeding 

ACUITY Yes Yes Yes Yes (ID-TVR) 
No (site-

reported) 

Yes 

(TIMI)* 

BRIGHT Yes Yes Yes Yes (ID-TVR) Yes Yes (TIMI) 

EUROMAX Yes Yes Yes Yes (IDR) Yes 
Yes 

(TIMI)* 

HEAT-PPCI Yes Yes Yes Yes (CD-TVR) Yes 
Yes 

(BARC) 

HORIZONS-AMI Yes  Yes Yes Yes (ID-TVR) Yes  Yes (TIMI) 

ISAR-REACT 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes (ID-TVR) Yes Yes (TIMI) 

MATRIX Yes Yes Yes Yes (ID-TVR) Yes Yes (TIMI) 

VALIDATE-

SWEDEHEART 
Yes Yes Yes 

No (registry-reported 

CD-TVR) 
Yes 

Yes 

(BARC) 

BARC = Bleeding Academic Research Consortium; CD = clinically-driven; ID = ischemia-driven; TVR = target vessel 

revascularization. *Bleeding events in ACUITY and EUROMAX were adjudicated for 35 days. 
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Table 6. Risk of Bias Assessment for the Included Trials* 

 

Random 

Sequence 

Generation 

Allocation 

Sequence 

Concealment 

Blinding of 

Participants 

Blinding of 

Personnel 

Blinding 

Outcome 

Adjudication 

Incomplete 

Outcome 

Data 

Selective 

Reporting 

ACUITY + + – – + – – 

BRIGHT + + – – + – – 

EUROMAX + + – – + – – 

HEAT-PPCI + + – – + – – 

HORIZONS-

AMI 
+ + – – + – – 

ISAR-REACT 4 + + + + + – – 

MATRIX + + – – + – – 

VALIDATE-

SWEDEHEART 
+ + – – + – – 

Key: + = low risk of bias; – = high risk of bias.  

*Unlike most of the existing average effect systematic reviews, the principal investigators of all the included trials were coauthors of the 

current systematic review and individual patient pooled analysis; therefore, there were no uncertain (yellow) cells in the risk of bias 

assessment. 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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Figure 3 
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Figure 4 

 


