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Preamble

The medical profession should play a central role in evalu-
ating the evidence related to drugs, devices, and procedures
for the detection, management, and prevention of disease.
When properly applied, expert analysis of available data on
the benefits and risks of these therapies and procedures can
improve the quality of care, optimize patient outcomes, and
favorably affect costs by focusing resources on the most
effective strategies. An organized and directed approach to a
thorough review of evidence has resulted in the production
of clinical practice guidelines that assist physicians in select-
ing the best management strategy for an individual patient.
Moreover, clinical practice guidelines can provide a foun-
dation for other applications, such as performance measures,
appropriate use criteria, and both quality improvement and
clinical decision support tools.

The American College of Cardiology Foundation (ACCF)
and the American Heart Association (AHA) have jointly
produced guidelines in the area of cardiovascular disease
since 1980. The ACCF/AHA Task Force on Practice

Guidelines (Task Force), charged with developing, up-
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dating, and revising practice guidelines for cardiovascular
diseases and procedures, directs and oversees this effort.
Writing committees are charged with regularly reviewing
and evaluating all available evidence to develop balanced,
patient-centric recommendations for clinical practice.

Experts in the subject under consideration are selected by
the ACCF and AHA to examine subject-specific data and
write guidelines in partnership with representatives from
other medical organizations and specialty groups. Writing
committees are asked to perform a formal literature review;
weigh the strength of evidence for or against particular tests,
treatments, or procedures; and include estimates of expected
outcomes where such data exist. Patient-specific modifiers,
comorbidities, and issues of patient preference that may
influence the choice of tests or therapies are considered.
When available, information from studies on cost is con-
sidered, but data on efficacy and outcomes constitute the
primary basis for the recommendations contained herein.

In analyzing the data and developing recommendations
and supporting text, the writing committee uses evidence-
based methodologies developed by the Task Force (1). The
Class of Recommendation (COR) is an estimate of the size
of the treatment effect considering risks versus benefits in
addition to evidence and/or agreement that a given treat-
ment or procedure is or is not useful/effective or in some
situations may cause harm. The Level of Evidence (LOE) is
an estimate of the certainty or precision of the treatment
effect. The writing committee reviews and ranks evidence
supporting each recommendation with the weight of evi-
dence ranked as LOE A, B, or C according to specific
definitions that are included in Table 1. Studies are identi-
fied as observational, retrospective, prospective, or random-
ized where appropriate. For certain conditions for which
inadequate data are available, recommendations are based
on expert consensus and clinical experience and are ranked
as LOE C. When recommendations at LOE C are sup-
ported by historical clinical data, appropriate references
(including clinical reviews) are cited if available. For issues
for which sparse data are available, a survey of current
practice among the clinicians on the writing committee is
the basis for LOE C recommendations and no references
are cited. The schema for COR and LOE is summarized in
Table 1, which also provides suggested phrases for writing
recommendations within each COR. A new addition to
this methodology is separation of the Class III recom-
mendations to delineate if the recommendation is deter-
mined to be of “no benefit” or is associated with “harm”
to the patient. In addition, in view of the increasing
number of comparative effectiveness studies, comparator
verbs and suggested phrases for writing recommendations
for the comparative effectiveness of one treatment or
strategy versus another have been added for COR I and
IIa, LOE A or B only.

In view of the advances in medical therapy across the
spectrum of cardiovascular diseases, the Task Force has

designated the term guideline-directed medical therapy t
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(GDMT) to represent optimal medical therapy as defined by
ACCF/AHA guideline recommended therapies (primarily
Class I). This new term, GDMT, will be used herein and
throughout all future guidelines.

Because the ACCF/AHA practice guidelines address
patient populations (and healthcare providers) residing in
North America, drugs that are not currently available in
North America are discussed in the text without a specific
COR. For studies performed in large numbers of subjects
outside North America, each writing committee reviews the
potential influence of different practice patterns and patient
populations on the treatment effect and relevance to the
ACCF/AHA target population to determine whether the
findings should inform a specific recommendation.

The ACCF/AHA practice guidelines are intended to
assist healthcare providers in clinical decision making by
describing a range of generally acceptable approaches to the
diagnosis, management, and prevention of specific diseases
or conditions. The guidelines attempt to define practices
that meet the needs of most patients in most circumstances.
The ultimate judgment regarding care of a particular patient
must be made by the healthcare provider and patient in light
of all the circumstances presented by that patient. As a
result, situations may arise for which deviations from these
guidelines may be appropriate. Clinical decision making
should involve consideration of the quality and availability
of expertise in the area where care is provided. When these
guidelines are used as the basis for regulatory or payer
decisions, the goal should be improvement in quality of care.
The Task Force recognizes that situations arise in which
additional data are needed to inform patient care more
effectively; these areas will be identified within each respec-
tive guideline when appropriate.

Prescribed courses of treatment in accordance with these
recommendations are effective only if followed. Because lack
of patient understanding and adherence may adversely affect
outcomes, physicians and other healthcare providers should
make every effort to engage the patient’s active participation
in prescribed medical regimens and lifestyles. In addition,
patients should be informed of the risks, benefits, and
alternatives to a particular treatment and be involved in
shared decision making whenever feasible, particularly for
COR IIa and IIb, where the benefit-to-risk ratio may be
lower.

The Task Force makes every effort to avoid actual,
potential, or perceived conflicts of interest that may arise as
a result of industry relationships or personal interests among
the members of the writing committee. All writing com-
mittee members and peer reviewers of the guideline are
required to disclose all such current relationships, as well as
those existing 12 months previously. In December 2009, the
ACCF and AHA implemented a new policy for relation-
ships with industry and other entities (RWI) that requires
the writing committee chair plus a minimum of 50% of the
writing committee to have no relevant RWI (Appendix 1 for

he ACCF/AHA definition of relevance). These statements
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are reviewed by the Task Force and all members during each
conference call and/or meeting of the writing committee
and are updated as changes occur. All guideline recommen-
dations require a confidential vote by the writing committee
and must be approved by a consensus of the voting mem-
bers. Members are not permitted to write, and must recuse
themselves from voting on, any recommendation or section
to which their RWI apply. Members who recused them-
selves from voting are indicated in the list of writing commit-
tee members, and section recusals are noted in Appendix 1.
Authors’ and peer reviewers’ RWI pertinent to this guideline
are disclosed in Appendixes 1 and 2, respectively. Additionally,
to ensure complete transparency, writing committee members’

Table 1. Applying ClassiÞcation of Recommendations and Lev

A recommendation with Level of Evidence B or C does not imply that the recommendation is w
trials. Although randomized trials are unavailable, there may be a very clear clinical consensus

*Data available from clinical trials or registries about the usefulness/efficacy in different subp
failure, and prior aspirin use. †For comparative effectiveness recommendations (Class I and IIa;
comparisons of the treatments or strategies being evaluated.
comprehensive disclosure information—including RWI not
content.onlinejacDownloaded from 
pertinent to this document—is available as an online supple-
ment. Comprehensive disclosure information for the Task
Force is also available online at www.cardiosource.org/ACC/
About-ACC/Leadership/Guidelines-and-Documents-Task-
Forces.aspx. The work of the writing committee was sup-
ported exclusively by the ACCF, AHA, and the Society for
Cardiovascular Angiography and Interventions (SCAI)
without commercial support. Writing committee members
volunteered their time for this activity.

In an effort to maintain relevance at the point of care for
practicing physicians, the Task Force continues to oversee
an ongoing process improvement initiative. As a result, in
response to pilot projects, several changes to these guide-

Evidence

ny important clinical questions addressed in the guidelines do not lend themselves to clinical
particular test or therapy is useful or effective.

ons, such as sex, age, history of diabetes, history of prior myocardial infarction, history of heart
f Evidence A and B only), studies that support the use of comparator verbs should involve direct
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