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Abstract
Objective  Percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) has 
seen substantial shifts in patient selection in recent years 
that have increased baseline patient mortality risk. It is 
unclear to what extent observed changes in mortality are 
attributable to background mortality risk or the indication 
and selection for PCI itself. PCI-attributable mortality 
can be estimated using relative survival, which adjusts 
observed mortality by that seen in a matched control 
population. We report relative survival ratios and compare 
these across different time periods.
Methods  National Health Service PCI activity in England 
and Wales from 2007 to 2014 is considered using data 
from the British Cardiovascular Intervention Society PCI 
Registry. Background mortality is as reported in Office for 
National Statistics life tables. Relative survival ratios up 
to 1 year are estimated, matching on patient age, sex and 
procedure date. Estimates are stratified by indication for 
PCI, sex and procedure date.
Results  549 305 procedures were studied after 
exclusions for missing age, sex, indication and mortality 
status. Comparing from 2007 to 2008 to 2013–2014, 
differences in crude survival at 1 year were consistently 
lower in later years across all strata. For relative survival, 
these differences remained but were smaller, suggesting 
poorer survival in later years is partly due to demographic 
characteristics. Relative survival was higher in older 
patients.
Conclusions  Changes in patient demographics account 
for some but not all of the crude survival changes seen 
during the study period. Relative survival is an under-used 
methodology in interventional settings like PCI and should 
be considered wherever survival is compared between 
populations with different demographic characteristics, 
such as between countries or time periods.

Introduction
The worldwide use of percutaneous coronary 
intervention (PCI) for coronary revascularisa-
tion has expanded in recent years,1–6 though 
differences in this change have been observed 
internationally.7 8 In the UK, the number of 
procedures increased from around 78 000 in 
2007 to 97 000 in 2016, with the proportion 

of acute coronary syndrome (ACS) cases 
increasing from 53.6% to 64.3%9 in the same 
period. In the USA, data from the CathPCI 
registry indicate an increase in the propor-
tion of PCIs for ACS from 57.0% to 64.3% 
from 2011 to 2014.3 10

Correspondingly, patient case mix has also 
changed such that PCI is now more likely 
to be performed in older, more comorbid 
patients at higher risk of early mortality. For 
instance, in the UK between 2007 and 2015, 
mean patient age increased from 63.6 to 65.1 
years and the proportion of patients with 
diabetes rose from 17.5% to 22.0%.9 This is 
due, in part, to more permissive patient selec-
tion criteria and a move to more emergent 
indications where there is less scope for case 
selection and increased access,11 12 though 
changes in the characteristics of the general 
population may partially explain this tran-
sition. Indeed, improvements in secondary 
prevention for cardiovascular disease and 
wider societal changes in general may be 
a significant driver of changes to baseline 
patient risk given a persistent, although 
slowing, decline in age-standardised cardio-
vascular mortality in both the UK13 and 
the USA.14 In addition, the evidence-base 

Strengths and limitations of this study

►► Using national registry data, this study is the first to 
compare patient survival after percutaneous coro-
nary intervention with matched population survival 
across an entire healthcare system.

►► It provides a template for similar investigations in 
other interventional settings where relative survival 
is under-used.

►► Demographic matching in addition to age, sex and 
year of procedure was not possible, though life ta-
bles stratified by other characteristics may be avail-
able from the Office for National Statistics in future.
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concerning optimal intervention techniques and treat-
ment strategies has evolved, prompting changes to proce-
dural practice towards the treatment of more complex 
disease.15–17

Mortality rates following PCI will be affected by these 
trends, though it is unclear to what extent the any 
changes are related to the baseline mortality risk of 
selected patients or procedural practice. Consequently, 
there is a need to report mortality rates from national PCI 
registries within the context of the changing PCI patient 
demographic, relative to corresponding changes in the 
background population.

Relative survival is a statistical technique that compares 
the survival of a disease or treatment group with the 
survival of the general population matched on one or 
more characteristics, such as age and sex, for example 
as presented in national life-expectancy tables.18 19 The 
excess mortality—that is, the mortality after adjusting 
for the expected mortality estimated from the control 
population— associated with that group can then be 
quantified. Relative survival methods are typically used to 
study survival differences following disease diagnosis or 
to compare long-term treatment strategies where excess 
mortality develops slowly, for example in cancer.20 21 
More recently, it is being considered in cardiovascular 
settings,22–24 including PCI,25–29 though these have focused 
on long-term survival and did not consider changes over 
time.

We aimed to compare mortality rates following PCI 
with age-matched and sex-matched mortality rates found 
nationally and to examine if these comparisons differ 
between early or contemporary cohorts.

Methods
PCI procedure data
The British Cardiovascular Intervention Society (BCIS) 
audits all PCI activity in the UK, with data collection 
managed by the National Institute for Cardiovascular 
Outcomes Research (NICOR). Information on each 
procedure is captured locally by hospitals and uploaded 
to a central server. Mortality tracking is available via the 
Office for National Statistics (ONS) for procedures in 
England and Wales for patients with a valid National 
Health Service number. Mortality tracking was available 
up to May 2015.

Procedures in England and Wales between 2007 and 
2014 for patients aged between 18 and 100 years old were 
extracted. Procedures with missing age, sex, indication 
and mortality status were excluded.

ONS life-table data
Expected mortality rates for England and Wales are avail-
able from ONS national life-tables stratified by age in 
1 year bands, se, and calendar year.30

Statistical analysis
Each procedure was matched to expected mortality life-
table data based on the patients’ age, sex and the date 

of the procedure. Survival models were stratified by 
procedure date (2007–2008, 2009–2010, 2011–2012, 
2013–2014), and by patient sex and indication (elective, 
unstable angina or non-ST-elevation myocardial infarc-
tion (UA/NSTEMI), ST-elevation myocardial infarction 
(STEMI)) as these are known determinants of survival, 
and there are distinct survival differences between these 
groups. Two-year time periods were chosen to ensure 
temporal trends are sufficiently captured while main-
taining clarity of exposition. Analyses consider mortality 
up to 1 year postprocedure with mortality censored 
thereafter, as long-term estimates are confounded by 
the increasing influence of competing contributors to 
mortality and time-varying risk factors.31

Crude survival rates are plotted, with survival differences 
between periods compared using the log-rank test.32 33 
Relative survival models are built that adjust for expected 
survival using the Ederer II method.18 19 Relative survival 
estimates are plotted, and differences between periods 
compared using the log-rank test after a transformation 
of survival time described by Stare  et al.34 The observed 
(PCI) and expected (life-table) 1-year mortality rates are 
also compared by considering their ratios across different 
ages. This expresses the relationship of relative survival 
and age without explicitly modelling the hazard function, 
which is challenging in this setting since the hazard falls 
extremely steeply in the early stages of follow-up. This 
quantity is plotted, using general additive models with a 
binomial link to smooth observed mortality.

The relative survival estimate, calculable at each day 
postprocedure, is the ratio of the observed survival 
proportion of those who had PCI to the expected survival 
proportion based on a matched population. This quan-
tity can interpreted as the post-PCI survival rate if patients 
were only exposed to PCI-related mortality risk and not 
other background risks. PCI-related mortality risk should 
be understood as the mortality risk of being a person who 
had PCI, not simply the risk of the procedure itself. If the 
relative survival estimate levels-off after a given time then, 
on average, there is no additional PCI-related mortality 
risk for those who survived up to that time. If the relative 
survival estimate increases then, on average, mortality was 
less than expected had the patients not needed PCI. In 
most interventional settings, this quantity is typically less 
than one, indicating that PCI is associated with a greater 
mortality risk than no PCI.

All analyses were performed using R V.3.4.4.35 The 
tidyverse data manipulation and visualisation suite36 was 
used throughout. The relsurv package37–39 was used for 
relative survival modelling. The complete R script is avail-
able on GitHub,40 with synthetic BCIS data provided to 
replicate analysis steps without disclosing proprietary 
BCIS data. Access to study materials was only required for 
the first author.

Patient involvement
This is a registry-based study with all data collected prior 
to the design phase and outcomes necessarily restricted 
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to mortality only. Therefore, patients were not involved in 
the design of this study.

Results
In total, there were 575 203 procedures recorded in the 
BCIS-NICOR registry between 2007 and 2014 in England 
and Wales, of which 549 305 (95.5%) were available for 
analysis after exclusions due to missing data (see online 
supplementary table A1). Follow-up is complete for every 
procedure up to 1 year (ie, no censoring occurred before 
1 year), except for procedures from June to December 
2014, where available follow-up time was less than 1 year.

Table 1 presents procedure numbers by year, sex and 
indication, and online supplementary table A2a-c present 
baseline patient characteristics and mortality rates for 
elective, UA/NSTEMI and STEMI procedures, respec-
tively. Female patients made up a quarter (25.9%) of 
procedures. Mean patient age increased from 63.8 years 
old in 2007–2008 to 65.1 years old in 2013–2014, with 
similar increases observed within indications (64.5 to 
65.8 years for elective procedures; 63.6 to 65.7 years for 
UA/NSTEMI; 62.1 to 63.5 years for STEMI). PCI for ACS 
(UA/NSTEMI/STEMI) accounted for 61.5% of proce-
dures though this proportion increased from 54.0% to 
65.7%.

Figure  1 presents the observed survival rates without 
adjustment for expected survival. Across all indica-
tions mortality risk is highest immediately following the 
procedures as this is where the survival curve gradient is 
steepest. The log-rank test indicates some differences in 
crude survival rates between periods and, typically, more 
recent years are associated with lower survival. Survival 
differences by indication and sex are also evident, with 
survival consistently lower in women. Comparing crude 

survival from 2007 to2008 to 2013–2014 at 1 year: elective 
procedures, 97.7% to 97.5% for women and 98.0% vs 
97.7% for men; UA/STEMI, 94.6% vs 93.7% for women 
and 95.8% vs 94.4% for men; STEMI, 87.5% vs 86.4% for 

Table 1  Number of procedures by period, sex, indication

2007–2008 2009–2010 2011–2012 2013–2014 2007–2014

N % N % N % N % N %

Female

 � Elective 13 847 45.2 13 392 38.4 12 603 33.0 12 093 31.3 51 935 36.5

 � UA/NSTEMI 12 756 41.6 13 858 39.8 15 139 39.6 15 594 40.4 57 347 40.3

 � STEMI 4043 13.2 7608 21.8 10 480 27.4 10 908 28.3 33 039 23.2

 � Total 30 646 34 858 38 222 38 595 142 321

Male

 � Elective 40 246 46.3 40 284 40.4 39 715 36.3 39 228 35.3 159 473 39.2

 � UA/NSTEMI 33 797 38.9 37 049 37.2 39 379 36.0 40 749 36.7 150 974 37.1

 � STEMI 12 921 14.9 22 306 22.4 30 244 27.7 31 066 28.0 96 537 23.7

 � Total 86 964 99 639 109 338 111 043 406 984

Male and female

 � Elective 54 093 46.0 53 676 39.9 52 318 35.5 51 321 34.3 211 408 38.5

 � UA/NSTEMI 46 505 39.6 50 745 37.8 54 314 36.9 56 152 37.7 208 321 37.9

 � STEMI 16 964 14.4 29 914 22.2 40 724 27.6 41 974 28.1 129 576 23.6

 � Total 117 610 134 497 147 560 149 638 549 305

Figure 1  Observed survival rates by patient indication and 
year of procedure. P values are from the log-rank test.
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women and 92.0% vs 91.3% for men (see online supple-
mentary table A2).

Figure 2 shows the relative survival estimate. For elective 
procedures relative survival levels-off quickly, indicating 
that procedural mortality risk is present immediately 
following the procedure but that on average, risk returns 
to the matched population baseline. For ACS procedures, 
relative survival continues to decline up to 1-year postpro-
cedure, indicating long-term excess risk in these patients 
compared with the matched population. The log-rank test 
for relative survival differences reveals smaller differences 
than for crude survival, though there remains strong 
evidence of survival differences for men following PCI for 
UA/STEMI or STEMI. Comparing relative survival from 
2007 to 2008 to 2013–2014 at 1 year: elective procedures, 
99.5% to 99.5% for women and 100% vs 99.8% for men; 
UA/STEMI, 96.7% vs 96.1% for women and 97.8% vs 
96.6% for men; STEMI, 89.5% vs 88.6% for women and 
93.6% vs 93.0% for men (see online supplementary table 
A3).

Figure 3 shows the ratio between observed and expected 
1 year mortality rates by patient age. For younger patients, 
observed mortality is considerably higher than expected 
mortality, but this gap reduces with patient age. For 
instance, observed mortality at 1 year following elective 
PCI is 2–5 times greater than expected at age 50, but 

these are equal by age 80. For UA/NSTEMI, this ratio is 
between 5 and 10 at age 50, though is less than 3 by age 
80. For STEMI, this ratio decreases from around 9–15 to 
around 5 from age 50 to 80. There are no clear trends 
over time.

Confidence intervals at the 95% level for figures  1–3 
are provided in supplementary materials (online supple-
mentary figure A1-3), as are plots of the cumulative excess 
hazard rate (online supplementary figure A4), which 
may be interpreted as the total additional exposure to 
mortality risk at any point in time for patients with PCI 
compared with the general population.

Discussion
We present results for 549 305 PCI procedures over an 
8-year period showing observed, expected and relative 
survival estimates over time. We demonstrate that, after 
adjustment for patient age, sex and procedure date using 
national life-table mortality rates, differences in patient 
survival over time are present in men following PCI for 
ACS, though these differences are small (relative survival 
at 1 year: UA/NSTEMI 97.8% in 2007–2008 vs 96.6% 
in 2013–2014; STEMI 93.6% in 2007–2008 vs 93.0% in 

Figure 2  Relative survival estimates by patient indication 
and year of procedure. P values are from a log-rank-type test 
for relative survival curves.

Figure 3  Observed-to-expected 1-year mortality ratio (log-
scale) by patient age. Binomial general additive models with 
7-knot splines are used for smoothing the observed 1-year 
mortality, then divided by the expected mortality rate. 95% 
confidence limits are removed for clarity.
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2013–2014). Small, non-significant relative survival differ-
ences were found within other strata. However, the poten-
tial counteracting effects of selection factors (that may 
have increased mortality risk) and of improvements in 
processes of care (that may have reduced mortality risk) 
cannot be ruled out.

For elective cases, there is evidence that relative 
survival increases after the initial postprocedural risk. 
This suggests that, conditional on surviving the initial 
risk shock, mortality is on average lower than in the 
matched population. This is likely driven by patient selec-
tion factors, particularly for more elderly patients, where 
there may be selection bias such that PCI is undertaken 
in only the healthiest patients. Another factor may be 
that these patients are highly likely to be supported with 
secondary prevention treatments for coronary artery 
disease, whereas in the general population, there may 
be many people with undetected or untreated coronary 
artery disease (CAD).

Mortality increases with age at a rate that is lower 
in the PCI population than in an equivalent matched 
population. In other words, though mortality is natu-
rally higher as age increases, older patients treated by 
PCI have a mortality rate more similar to the rate in the 
general population than younger patients. This is true 
across all indications. In general then, relative survival 
is higher for older patients compared with younger 
patients, though in absolute terms their prognosis is still 
poorer.

This may partly be determined by clinician selection 
practices, such that younger patients with CAD are more 
likely to be referred for PCI than older patients for whom 
PCI is not optimal. For instance, any 80-year-old consid-
ered well enough to undergo elective PCI is likely to have 
fewer comorbidities and frailties compared with other 
80-year-old on average. Equally, epidemiological selec-
tion suggests that a 40-year-old requiring elective PCI will 
undoubtedly have a higher baseline risk for mortality than 
the average 40-year-old since the prevalence of cardiovas-
cular disease is low at this age. For urgent or emergency 
procedures, simply being part of the PCI registry suggests 
a degree of patient resilience having experienced an 
acute, life-threatening event yet survived long enough to 
be treated. At the onset of an ACS, as older patients are 
more likely than younger patients to die before receiving 
PCI or any other treatment, those older patients that 
do receive PCI will typically be less frail than others of a 
similar age. The distinct trend for higher relative survival 
in older patients is thus clear evidence of these selection 
processes at play, and demonstrates the importance of 
accounting for these imbalances when analysing registry 
data.

Across all indications, both absolute and relative 
survival is lower in women than in men. This is a well-
known phenomenon in cardiovascular settings variously 
attributed to differences in age, comorbidities, time 
to treatment and  secondary prevention.41–44 This work 
demonstrates unequivocally that differences in age and 

background mortality rates do not sufficiently account for 
this disparity.

In general, both crude and relative survival estimates are 
lower in recent years. Assuming a consistent data collec-
tion methodology over time, realistically this can either be 
attributed to an average reduction in procedural efficacy 
or an increase in higher risk procedures that is not solely 
explained by age-adjusted and sex-adjusted background 
mortality. In the context of rapid changes to PCI patient 
case mix and practice in recent years,45 including more 
permissive patient selection criteria and increasing use of 
PCI in favour of alternative revascularisation strategies, 
the small decline in relative survival observed from 2007 
to 2014 is unsurprising. Further adjustment for patient 
case  mix will demonstrate if and where actual survival 
gains have been made, or indeed if survival in certain 
groups of patients has not improved over time.

Relative survival offers distinct advantages over crude 
survival rates.19 The relative mortality estimate (one 
minus relative survival) may be interpreted as an approx-
imation of the excess mortality attributable jointly to the 
indication for intervention and the intervention itself. 
This allows PCI-specific mortality to be measured without 
needing cause of death information which may often be 
inconsistently recorded or unavailable completely. Rela-
tive survival also conveniently accounts for mortality that 
may be only indirectly related to PCI, for instance non-car-
diac mortality secondary to postoperative bleeding.

As the underlying population may vary consider-
ably across different countries, intervention registries 
or time periods, methods that appropriately adjust for 
background population mortality provide more suit-
able survival estimates for comparison in time and space 
than crude survival alone, provided the comparisons 
are valid.46 47 However, despite the popularity of relative 
survival methodology to compare survival in diseased 
versus non-diseased populations, in particular cancer, 
these methods have only recently seen some use in inter-
ventional settings like PCI, and relative survival is not 
routinely reported by PCI registries. This study concisely 
demonstrates the feasibility and appropriateness of the 
relative survival approach in such settings and provides 
a useful template for producing population-adjusted PCI 
survival estimates in the future.

Limitations
Patients are matched to national mortality estimates by 
year, age and sex only. Despite stratification of models by 
these factors, substantial case heterogeneity will remain 
that is not modelled. No account is taken for other poten-
tially unbalanced factors such as ethnicity, socialeconomic 
status and comorbidities. Accounting for these factors is 
not possible with the simple relative survival approach 
used here as national life-tables stratifying by these factors 
are not readily available. However, using regression 
modelling in this setting is challenging as the mortality 
risk following PCI is raised acutely and the hazard rate 
changes rapidly; modelling the hazard must be done with 
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extreme care as many assumptions of standard regression 
techniques are unlikely to hold.

Patients will be present more than once in the PCI 
cohorts if they have been readmitted for subsequent PCI 
within the study period. The proportion of procedures in 
patients already present in the cohort is 13.5%, though 
this is reduced to 7.3% when considering indications 
separately.

Life-table data is based on national mortality statis-
tics and therefore is not strictly independent of the PCI 
registry, since all patients will contribute to population 
and mortality statistics. This is an unavoidable complica-
tion in the absence of stratification by CAD or PCI status 
that biases results towards no relative survival difference. 
However, given the analysis cohort constitutes less than 
1% of the population of England and Wales, this bias can 
be considered negligible.

As the log-rank tests stratify groups independently it 
will ignore the inherent correlation between adjacent or 
near-adjacent years. It does not provide point estimates 
of differences between strata as all differences through 
time contribute to the test statistic. It is therefore most 
useful when used alongside a graphical representation of 
survival differences.

Conclusion
We demonstrate that the decline in indication-strati-
fied crude survival rate over time is less apparent after 
adjusting for expected population mortality matched 
on age, sex and procedure year, though patient demo-
graphics do not explain all of the difference. Adjusting 
for additional patient risk factors is necessary to identify 
other drivers of mortality change.

Author affiliations
1Farr Institute, Faculty of Biology, Medicine and Health, University of Manchester, 
Manchester Academic Health Science Centre, Manchester, UK
2University Hospital Southampton and Faculty of Medicine, University of 
Southampton, Southampton, UK
3Department of Cardiology, Queen Elizabeth Hospital, Birmingham, UK
4Keele Cardiovascular Research Group, Centre for Prognosis Research, Institute of 
Primary Care and Health Sciences, University of Keele, Keele, UK
5Academic Department of Cardiology, Royal Stoke Hospital, Stoke-on-Trent, UK

Collaborators  British Cardiovascular Intervention Society; National Institute for 
Cardiovascular Outcomes Research

Contributors  WJH, MAM: conceived the study. WJH, GPM, MS, EK: participated 
in the design of the study. WJH: performed the statistical analysis and drafted the 
manuscript. WJH, GPM, MS, EK, NC, PL, MAM: interpreted the data and results, 
made important contributions and revisions to the work and read and approved the 
final manuscript.

Funding  This work was supported by MRC grant number MR/K006665/1. 

Competing interests  None declared.

Patient consent for publication  Not required.

Provenance and peer review  Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data sharing statement  Analysis scripts and a synthetic test dataset are available 
on GitHub: https://​zenodo.​org/​badge/​latestdoi/​131696652

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Unported (CC BY 4.0) license, which permits 

others to copy, redistribute, remix, transform and build upon this work for any 
purpose, provided the original work is properly cited, a link to the licence is given, 
and indication of whether changes were made. See: https://​creativecommons.​org/​
licenses/​by/​4.​0/.

References
	 1.	 Ludman PF. BCIS audit report for 2015 Activity. 2016. https://www.​

bcis.​org.​uk/​wp-​content/​uploads/​2017/​10/​BCIS-​Audit-​2015-​data-​for-​
web-​with-​presentation-​ACI-​2017-​19-​10-​2017.​pdf

	 2.	 Desai NR, Bradley SM, Parzynski CS, et al. Appropriate use 
criteria for coronary revascularization and trends in utilization, 
patient selection, and appropriateness of percutaneous coronary 
intervention. JAMA 2015;314:314.

	 3.	 Masoudi FA, Ponirakis A, de Lemos JA, et al. Trends in U.S. 
cardiovascular care: 2016 report from 4 ACC national cardiovascular 
data registries. J Am Coll Cardiol 2017;69:1427–50.

	 4.	 Jiménez-Quevedo P, Serrador A, Pérez de Prado A, et al. Spanish 
Cardiac Catheterization and Coronary Intervention Registry. 25th 
Official Report of the Spanish Society of Cardiology Working Group 
on Cardiac Catheterization and Interventional Cardiology (1990-
2015). Rev Esp Cardiol 2016;69:1180–9.

	 5.	 Pereira H, Campante Teles R, Costa M, et al. Evolução da 
intervenção coronária percutânea entre 2004‐2013. Atividade em 
Portugal segundo o Registo Nacional de Cardiologia de Intervenção. 
Revista Portuguesa de Cardiologia 2015;34:673–81.

	 6.	 Ohlmeier C, Czwikla J, Enders D, et al. Perkutane koronare 
Interventionen. Bundesgesundheitsblatt Gesundheitsforschung 
Gesundheitsschutz 2016;59:783–8.

	 7.	 Laut KG, Gale CP, Pedersen AB, et al. Persistent geographical 
disparities in the use of primary percutaneous coronary intervention 
in 120 European regions: exploring the variation. EuroIntervention 
2013;9:469–76.

	 8.	 Smith FG, Brogan RA, Alabas O, et al. Comparative care and 
outcomes for acute coronary syndromes in Central and Eastern 
European Transitional countries: A review of the literature. Eur Heart J 
Acute Cardiovasc Care 2015;4:537–54.

	 9.	 National Institute of Cardiovascular Outcomes Research. Annual 
reports: findings from the National Audit of Percutaneous 
Coronary Interventions. 2016 http://www.​ucl.​ac.​uk/​nicor/​audits/​
adultpercutaneous/​reports (accessed 1 Jan 2017).

	10.	 Masoudi FA, Ponirakis A, Yeh RW, et al. Cardiovascular care facts: a 
report from the national cardiovascular data registry: 2011. J Am Coll 
Cardiol 2013;62:1931–47.

	11.	 Herrett E, Smeeth L. National Institute for Clinincal Outcomes 
Research. Myocardial ischaemia national audit project. annual public 
report april 2014 - March 2015. Heart 2015;96:1264–7.

	12.	 Hall M, Laut K, Dondo TB, et al. Patient and hospital determinants of 
primary percutaneous coronary intervention in England, 2003-2013. 
Heart 2016;102:313–9.

	13.	 Bhatnagar P, Wickramasinghe K, Wilkins E, et al. Trends in 
the epidemiology of cardiovascular disease in the UK. Heart 
2016;102:1945–52.

	14.	 Benjamin EJ, Blaha MJ, Chiuve SE, et al. Heart Disease and 
Stroke Statistics-2017 Update: A Report From the American Heart 
Association. Circulation 2017;135:e146–603.

	15.	 Banning AP, Baumbach A, Blackman D, et al. Percutaneous coronary 
intervention in the UK: recommendations for good practice 2015. 
Heart 2015;101 Suppl 3:1–13.

	16.	 Harold JG, Bass TA, Bashore TM, et al. ACCF/AHA/SCAI 2013 
Update of the Clinical Competence Statement on Coronary Artery 
Interventional Procedures. Catheterization and Cardiovascular 
Interventions 2013;82:E69–111.

	17.	 Windecker S, Kolh P, et al. 2014 ESC/EACTS Guidelines 
on myocardial revascularization. European Heart Journal 
2014;35:2541–619.

	18.	 Ederer F, Axtell LM, Cutler SJ. The relative survival rate: a statistical 
methodology. Natl Cancer Inst Monogr 1961;6:101–21.

	19.	 Lambert PC, Dickman PW, Rutherford MJ. Comparison of different 
approaches to estimating age standardized net survival. BMC Med 
Res Methodol 2015;15:64.

	20.	 Quaresma M, Coleman MP, Rachet B. 40-year trends in an index of 
survival for all cancers combined and survival adjusted for age and 
sex for each cancer in England and Wales, 1971–2011: a population-
based study. The Lancet 2015;385:1206–18.

	21.	 Sarfati D, Blakely T, Pearce N. Measuring cancer survival in 
populations: relative survival vs cancer-specific survival. Int J 
Epidemiol 2010;39:598–610.

https://zenodo.org/badge/latestdoi/131696652
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.bcis.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/BCIS-Audit-2015-data-for-web-with-presentation-ACI-2017-19-10-2017.pdf
https://www.bcis.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/BCIS-Audit-2015-data-for-web-with-presentation-ACI-2017-19-10-2017.pdf
https://www.bcis.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/BCIS-Audit-2015-data-for-web-with-presentation-ACI-2017-19-10-2017.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2015.13764
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2016.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rec.2016.08.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.repc.2015.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00103-016-2352-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00103-016-2352-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.4244/EIJV9I4A76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2048872614551545
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2048872614551545
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/nicor/audits/adultpercutaneous/reports
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/nicor/audits/adultpercutaneous/reports
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2013.05.099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2013.05.099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/heartjnl-2015-308616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/heartjnl-2016-309573
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIR.0000000000000485
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/heartjnl-2015-307821
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13889176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12874-015-0057-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12874-015-0057-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61396-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyp392
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyp392


7Hulme WJ, et al. BMJ Open 2019;9:e024627. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2018-024627

Open access

	22.	 Nelson CP, Lambert PC, Squire IB, et al. Relative survival: what 
can cardiovascular disease learn from cancer? Eur Heart J 
2008;29:941–7.

	23.	 Martin GP, Sperrin M, Hulme W, et al. Relative survival after 
transcatheter aortic valve implantation: how do patients undergoing 
transcatheter aortic valve implantation fare relative to the general 
population? J Am Heart Assoc 2017;6:e007229.

	24.	 Hall M, Alabas OA, Dondo TB, et al. Use of relative survival to 
evaluate non-ST-elevation myocardial infarction quality of care 
and clinical outcomes. Eur Heart J Qual Care Clin Outcomes 
2015;1:85–91.

	25.	 Velders MA, James SK, Libungan B, et al. Prognosis of elderly 
patients with ST-elevation myocardial infarction treated with primary 
percutaneous coronary intervention in 2001 to 2011: a report from 
the Swedish Coronary Angiography and Angioplasty Registry 
(SCAAR) registry. Am Heart J 2014;167:666–73.

	26.	 Alabas OA, Brogan RA, Hall M, et al. Determinants of excess 
mortality following unprotected left main stem percutaneous 
coronary intervention. Heart 2016;102:1287–95.

	27.	 Roth C, Gangl C, Dalos D, et al. Outcome after elective 
percutaneous coronary intervention depends on age in patients 
with stable coronary artery disease – an analysis of relative 
survival in a multicenter cohort and an OCT substudy. PLoS One 
2016;11:e0154025.

	28.	 Brogan RA, Alabas O, Almudarra S, et al. Relative survival and 
excess mortality following primary percutaneous coronary 
intervention for ST-elevation myocardial infarction. Eur Heart J 
2017;4:204887261771079.

	29.	 Baart SJ, van Domburg RT, Janssen-Heijnen MLG, et al. Impact 
of relative conditional survival estimates on patient prognosis after 
percutaneous coronary intervention. Circ Cardiovasc Qual Outcomes 
2017;10.

	30.	 Office for National Statistics. National Life Tables, England & Wales, 
1980-82 to 2014-16. 2017. https://www.​ons.​gov.​uk/​peop​lepo​pula​tion​
andc​ommunity/​birt​hsde​aths​andm​arriages/​lifeexpectancies/​datasets/​
nati​onal​life​tabl​esen​glan​dand​wale​sref​eren​cetables (accessed 10 Oct 
2017).

	31.	 Dekker FW, de Mutsert R, van Dijk PC, et al. Survival analysis: 
time-dependent effects and time-varying risk factors. Kidney Int 
2008;74:994–7.

	32.	 Mantel N. Evaluation of survival data and two new rank order 
statistics arising in its consideration. Cancer Chemother Rep 
1966;50:163–70 http://www.​ncbi.​nlm.​nih.​gov/​pubmed/​5910392.

	33.	 Peto R, Peto J. Asymptotically efficient rank invariant test 
procedures. J R Stat Soc Ser A 1972;135:185.

	34.	 Stare J, Henderson R, Pohar M. An individual measure of 
relative survival. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series C 
2005;54:115–26.

	35.	 R Development Core Team. R: a language and environment for 
statistical computing. 2011. http://www.​r-​project.​org/

	36.	 Wickham H. Easily Install and Load ‘Tidyverse’ Packages [R package 
tidyverse version 1.1.1]. https://​cran.​r-​project.​org/​web/​packages/​
tidyverse/​index.​html (accessed 21 Mar 2017).

	37.	 Perme MP. relsurv: Relative Survival. 2017. https://​cran.​r-​project.​org/​
package=​relsurv

	38.	 Pohar M, Stare J. Making relative survival analysis relatively easy. 
Comput Biol Med 2007;37:1741–9.

	39.	 Pohar M, Stare J. Relative survival analysis in R. Comput Methods 
Programs Biomed 2006;81:272–8.

	40.	 Hulme W. BCIS-PCI-relative-survival GitHub repository. https://​
github.​com/​wjchulme/​BCIS-​PCI-​relative-​survival (accessed 4 May 
2018).

	41.	 Heer T, Hochadel M, Schmidt K, et al. Sex differences in 
percutaneous coronary intervention-insights from the coronary 
angiography and PCI Registry of the German Society of Cardiology. J 
Am Heart Assoc 2017;6:e004972.

	42.	 Raphael CE, Singh M, Bell M, et al. Sex differences in long-term 
cause-specific mortality after percutaneous coronary intervention: 
temporal trends and mechanisms. Circ Cardiovasc Interv 
2018;11:e006062.

	43.	 Kunadian V, Qiu W, Lagerqvist B, et al. Gender differences in 
outcomes and predictors of all-cause mortality after percutaneous 
coronary intervention (data from United Kingdom and Sweden). Am J 
Cardiol 2017;119:210–6.

	44.	 Birkemeyer RG, Schneider H, Rillig A, et al. Do gender differences in 
primary PCI mortality represent a different use of guideline adherent 
therapy? Eur Heart J 2013;34:P2227.

	45.	 Ludman P. BCIS Audit Report for 2014 Activity. 2015. https://www.​
bcis.​org.​uk/​wp-​content/​uploads/​2017/​01/​BCIS-​audit-​2014.​pdf

	46.	 Pokhrel A, Hakulinen T. How to interpret the relative survival ratios of 
cancer patients. Eur J Cancer 2008;44:2661–7.

	47.	 Rutherford MJ, Dickman PW, Lambert PC. Comparison of methods 
for calculating relative survival in population-based studies. Cancer 
Epidemiol 2012;36:16–21.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/eurheartj/ehn079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.117.007229
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ehjqcco/qcv011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ahj.2014.01.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/heartjnl-2015-308739
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0154025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2048872617710790
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIRCOUTCOMES.116.003344
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/lifeexpectancies/datasets/nationallifetablesenglandandwalesreferencetables
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/lifeexpectancies/datasets/nationallifetablesenglandandwalesreferencetables
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/lifeexpectancies/datasets/nationallifetablesenglandandwalesreferencetables
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ki.2008.328
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5910392
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5910392
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2344317
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9876.2005.00473.x
http://www.r-project.org/
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/tidyverse/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/tidyverse/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/package=relsurv
https://cran.r-project.org/package=relsurv
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compbiomed.2007.04.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2006.01.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2006.01.004
https://github.com/wjchulme/BCIS-PCI-relative-survival
https://github.com/wjchulme/BCIS-PCI-relative-survival
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.116.004972
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.116.004972
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.117.006062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.amjcard.2016.09.052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.amjcard.2016.09.052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/eurheartj/eht308.P2227
https://www.bcis.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/BCIS-audit-2014.pdf
https://www.bcis.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/BCIS-audit-2014.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2008.08.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.canep.2011.05.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.canep.2011.05.010

	Temporal trends in relative survival following percutaneous coronary intervention
	Abstract
	Introduction﻿﻿
	Methods
	PCI procedure data
	ONS life-table data
	Statistical analysis
	Patient involvement

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	References


